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CURRENT TOPICS. 


FurtHer FAciLities have been afforded to the profes- 
sion for obtaining the stamps required on orders for 
appointing, and vesting property in, trustees. These 
stamps, which are Inland Revenue stamps, as dis- 
tinguished from Judicature stamps, and have hitherto 
only been obtainable at Somerset House, are now 


impressed in the Stamp Office in the Royal Courts of 
Justice, 


Tuz Drrecror or Pustic Prosgcutions has not yet 
been provided with an office, but he has obtained an 
assistant, Mr. Ernest Algernon Sparks—a choice, we 
believe, regarded by the profession with considerably 
less satisfaction than that of the director. The circular 
just issued by the Home Secretary exactly carries out 
that which we have always indicated as being the 
intention of the framers of the Act. The present system 
of conducting prosecutions remains in outward appear- 
ance most untouched. If the director decides to take 
upa osecution, he will conduct it by the Treasury 

itor, or his local agent, “or by some other person 
§ppointed by the director.” The Treasury Solicitor will 
e, however, the mere agent of the director, and 

the local agents, who have hitherto worked on the half- 
Costs system, will probably find their duties for tie 





future more onerous. Reference is made in the circular 
to the jurisdiction of the director to entertain applica- 
cations for authority to incur certain special costs in 
prosecutions of importance or difficulty, and to the 
desirability of communications being made to the 
director in cases where compounding a prosecution is 
suspected, but we find no reference to the function 
formerly stated to be intended to be exercised by the 
director of “ advising clerks to justices and other persons 
concerned in any criminal proceeding.” 





Wuy is ir that the learned Master of the Rolls alone 
among the chancery judges of first instance has a 
separate list for witness causes? One would suppose 
that the advantages of such alist, when combined with 
the setting apart of certain days for taking the zases 
in the witness list, are obvious. It enables practitioners 
to calculate more nearly the time at which their 
witnesses will be required to be in attendance, 
while the alternation of days for non-witness causes 
prevents inconvenient delay in hearing those causes. The 
days at present fixed for witness causes at the Rolls 
are not, perhaps, the most convenient that might be 
adopted, but the separate list is an undoubted boon to 
those whe have cases in that court. Such a list 
might well be adopted by all the other chancery 
judges. One consequence of the want of such 
a list is to encourage practitioners to apply to the judge 
to fix a special day for any witness cause which is ex- 
pected to be heavy ; and the court of Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon is an instance of the difficulties connected with 
this fixing of days for hearing particular;causes. To 
the court paper for Wednesday last there was appended 
a supplementary list of twelve witness causes, all of which 
had been fixed for hearing by the Vice-Chancellor on 
days long since passed, and which the Vice-Chancellor 
has now to hear consecutively in priority to all the 
other causes in the list. 





THERE WILL BE FouND in this weck’s issue of the 
Weex.y Reporter a case (Camberwell Benefit Building 
Society v. Holloway) in which the learned Master of the 
Roils (overruling the opinion of a conveyancing counsel 
to the court) has decided that the description in particu- 
lars of sale of an underlease as a lease is not necessarily 
a misdescription. He says: ‘The word ‘lease’ in law 
is a well-known legal term of well-defined import. 
No lawyer has ever suggested that the title of the 
lessor makes any difference in the description of 
the instrument, whether the lease is granted by a 
freeholder, or by a copyholder with the licence of the 
lord, or by a man who himself is a leaseholder. It beirg 
well granted for a term of years is called a lease. 1t 
is quite true that where the grantor of the lease holds for 
a term, the second instrument is called either an under- 
lease or a derivative lease, but it is still a lease, and 
consequently when a man sells a thing by its known 
and proper legal description, it does not appear to me 
that he can be charged with misrepresentation. If 
he says, ‘I sell you a house held under a lease 
for a term of twenty-one years,” every word of that 
is true, although the lessor may hold under a lease 
himself. . . . Per se, calling a thing a lease 
which is a lease is not necessarily a misdescription.” 
And then the learned judge hunts about the conditions 
for indications that the thing to be sold was an underlease 
and not a lease; and finds such indications in the lease 
itself, which under the conditions was to be produced at 
the time of sale and might in the meantime be inspected. 
“ Superior landlords” were spoken of in the lease. Then 
again, in one condition it was stated that “no objection 
whatever shall be made that there is an outstand- 
ing term of three days vested in the mortgagor.” This 
the Master of the Rolls triumphantly seized upon as a 
distinct statement that what was sold was an underlease. 
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Therefore, he says, ‘‘ the purchas er could not have relied 
on the word ‘ lease’ in the particulars to show that what 
he was buying was an original lease.’ With great 
deference we think that the question is not whether the 
word “lease” is a general word which may not inappro- 
priately be applied alike to an under-lease and an 
original lease; the question is whether the description 
*‘Jease” in the particulars would convey to an intend- 
ing purchaser a correct idea as to the nature of the 
property to be sold. We should say unhesitatingly that 
it would not; it would convey to the ordinary purchaser 
the notion that there was no third person between him 
and the freecholder capable of committing a breach of 
covenant which might bring the proviso for re-entry 
into effect. If the description ia the particulars was 
likely to mislead the purchaser, the case of Torrance v. 
Bolton (21 W. R. 134, L. R. 8 Ch. 118) shows that the 
burden of proof is cast on the vendor to show that the 
purchaser was not, in fact, misled by what he had read 
in the particulars; and an ambiguous explanation 
of the meaning in the conditions will not do. ‘‘It 
was not sufficient,’ said Lord Justice James, “ to 
read in the midst of a long paper of condi- 
tions a condition . . which merely told him 
that thé property was subject to several mortgages, 

. . . as to which it might very well happen, as in 
this case it did happen, that it failed to convey to the 
purchaser’s mind this information, which ought to have 
been conveyed to him.” We respectfully submit that it is 
unreasonable to expect a purchaser to scan the condi- 
tions of sale with the eyes of a practised lawyer in order 
to correct his notions acquired from the particulars. 





A pEcision recently pronounced by a French court, 
and reported in a French legal periodical, protecting 
from photographic infringement the copyright in a statue 
which the sculptor had presented to a church, may 
serve to draw attention to a defect in one branch of our 
law of artistic copyright. As the law stands at present 
in this country, it does not appear that a sculptor whose 
work is photographed for profit by another has any 
remedy under the Sculpture Copyright Act. While the 
law of literary and dramatic copyright has been im- 
proved from time to time, that of sculpture copyright is 
still regulated by the 54 Geo. 3, c. 56. By that Act an ex- 
clusive right for fourteen years is conferred on persons 
who make, or cause to be made, any new and original 
sculpture, or model, or copy, or cast of the human 
figure, or other subjects as set out in the Act, provided 
that the proprietor’s name and the date are put on the 
sculpture, model, copy, or cast, before the same is put 
forth or published. But the 3rd section of the Act, 
by which persons who pirate the copyright work are made 
liable for the infringement, only speaks of a pirated copy 
or pirated cast of the work, and makes no mention of 
reproductions by painting, engraving, or photographing. 
Sculptures may, no doubt, by the effect of the 6th section 
of the Copyright of Designs Act of 1850, be registered 
under that Act and the other Designs Acts at present in 
force—i.e., 5 & 6 Vict. c. 100; 6 & 7 Vict. c. 65; 13 & 
14 Vict. c. 104; 21 & 22 Vict. c. 70; 24 & 25 Vict. c. 
73, aud 3% & 39 Vict. c. 93 ; but it does not appear that 
advantage is often taken of this provision, and indeed 
the remarkable dearth of reported cases on the subject 
of sculpture copyright proves clearly enough that sculp- 
tors in this country do not find it worth their while to 
protect their rights, but prefer to make their profit 
once for all on the sale of their works, 


We recrer to learn that Vice-Chancellor Hall, who 
has been absent from the bench since the commencement 
of the present sittings, has been suffering from a severe 
attack of sciatica. It is hoped that his lordship may be 
wle to resume his judicial duties next week. 








TONTINES AND THE LOTTERY AOTs, 


Tue pending promotion of the National Opera Company 
by means of a tontine, ‘‘ the nominated lives not to bg 
less than sixty years of age,’”’ has caused the question 
to be raised whether a tontine is illegal under the 
Lottery Acts, and it has been stated on behalf of 
the infant company that the opinion of eminent counse] 
has been taken, and that that opinion was to the effect that 
the proposed tontine was not illegal under those Acts, 
Looking to the confident dictum of Jessel, M.R., in 
Sykes v. Beadon (27 W. R. 464, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 170), 
to which we will presently refer more at length, that 
a ** Government Securities Trust ’’ was illegal under the 
Acts, we are by no means surprised that the question 
should have been raised, and considering its importance 
as bearing upon other speculations more common than 
tontines (which are all but extinct), ws propose to 
examine briefly the history and scope of the Lottery 
Acts. 

These Acts are nine in number, the earliest being 
10 & 11 Will. 3, c. 17 (10 Will. 3, c. 23, in the Revised 
Statutes), ‘‘An Act for Suppressing of Lotteries,” 
and the latest being 8 & 9 Vict. c. 74, which provides 
that penalties for advertising lotteries are to go to the 
Crown, and be sued for in the name of the Attorney. 
General only. 

It is clear from the perusal of these Acts, that, not. 
withstanding their preambles (see, e.g.,42 Geo. 3, c. 119, 
8s. 1) protesting against the “ great impoverishment and 
utter ruin, &c., of families’’ by lotteries, their main object 
was not so much to prevent ‘‘ private’’ lotteries, as to 
protect the State lotteries which were established from 
time to time, from about the year 1710, when £1,500,000 
was raised by 9 Anne, c. 6, “‘ by way of a lottery for the 
public service ” to 1824, after which year (see 4 Geo. 4,¢, 
60, s. 19) they were finally discontinued. The practice 
appears to have been for private persons to keep what 
they called “‘ insurance offices,” or ‘‘ little goes ” (see 42 
Geo. 3, c. 119, s. 2), at which the holder of a ticket in 
the Government lottery insured his chance of a success; 
and the legalisation of the Government ‘‘ great goe,” 
along with the prohibition of the private “little goe” 
caused much difficulty in drafting, and much obscurity 
in the law. But although the amount of the penalty 
remains obscure, the nature of the offence appears 
pretty clear from 12 Geo. 2,c. 28. This statute enacts 
(section 1) :— 


“Tf any person shall erect . . ~ any office, or place 
under the denomination of a sale of houses, land, advowsons, 
presentations to livings, plate, jewels, ships, goods, or 
other things, by way of lottery, or by lots, tickets, numbers, 
or figures ; . . . orshall expose to sale any houses, &c., or by 
any game, method, or device whatsoever, depending upon, or 
to be determined upon or by any lot or drawing, whether it 
be out of a box, or wheel, or by cards or dice, or by any 
machine, engine, or device of chance of any kind whatso- 
ever, . . . he shall forfeit and lose the sum of two hundred 
pounds.” 


It may be well to add that by 8 Geo. 1, c. 2, 
s. 36, it had already been enacted that ‘‘ every per- 
son who shall erect, &c., any office or place under the 
denomination of sales of houses, &c., for the improve- 
ment of small sums of money, or shall sell, or expose to 
sale any houses, &c., by way of lottery, or by lots, 
tickets, numbers, or figures, or shall make, print, &c., 
proposals, &c. ; or shall deliver out tickets, &c., or shall 
make, print, or publish, or cause to be made, printed, or 
published, any proposal or scheme of the like nature, 
under any denomination, name, or title whatsoever,” 
shall on conviction “ over and above any former penalties 
inflicted by any former Act or Acts of Parliament made 
against any private or unlawful lotteries, forfeit the sum 
of five hundred pounds,” &c. ; and by section 37 of the 
same Act, that “every person contributing unto any such 
sales, lotteries, proposals, or schemes aforesaid, shall 
forfeit double the sum” contributed. 
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The statute 12 Geo. 2, c. 28, goes on to provide for 
the application of the penalty—one-third to the informer 
god two-thirds to the poor, except in the city of Bath, 
where the two-thirds are directed to “ go and be applied 
to and for the use and benefit of the poor residing within 
the hospital or infirmary lately established for the use 
and benefit of poor persons resorting to the said city for 
the benefit of the mineral waters.” By 46 Geo, 3, c. 148, 
3, 59, it was directed that ‘all pecuniary penalties for 
any offence against any law touching or concerning lot- 
teries shall go to the use of his Majesty,” &c., and be sued 
for in the name of the Attorney-General only. But 
section 4 of 12 Geo. 2, c. 28, enacts that “ every such 
gale” by any game, lottery, machine, engine, or other 
device whatsoever, depending upon or to be determined by 
chance or lot, shall be void, and that all such houses,&c., 
so sold ‘‘ shall be forfeited to such person who shall sue 
for the same,” and this right of the common informer to 
the goods, &c., offered for sale by lot does not appear to 
be extinguished by 46 Geo. 3, c. 148, s. 59. It may be 
added that 4 Geo. 4, c. 60, s. 67, directs notices to 
commit offenders for rogues and vagabonds, and 
authorizes a private whipping to be inflicted. 

If, therefore, the contention that tontines are illegal 
under the Acts be correct, the whole property of the 
National Opera Company appears to be forfeited to “ any 
person who will sue for the same,” and double the sub- 
scription of each shareholder in the same manner (with 
or without whipping for a second offence, in accord- 
ance with 4 Geo. 4, c. 60), unless the scheme be 
protected by section 11 of 12 Geo. 2, c. 28, which 
contains a saving for any “ hereditaments whatso- 
ever, which shall or may at any time or times 
hereafter be, according to the laws now in_ being, 
legally allotted to or held by or by means of any allot- 
ment or partition by lots.” We cannot discover a similar 
saving in any of the later statutes, and therefore 
presume that it has reference to such lotteries as the 
Royal Oak Lottery and the Greenwich Hospital Lottery, 
which are saved by 10 & 11 Will. 3, c. 17, sections 4 and 
5, At any rate, we can find no unrepealed statute in 
being at the time of the passing of 12 Geo. 2, c. 28, 
which authorizes any allotment of the kind. The 
statute 9 & 10 Vict. c. 48, under which art unions are 
legalized with the consent of the Privy Council, might 
perhaps be resorted to independently by the promoter of 
an otherwise illegal scheme, but it clearly does not come 
within the terms of the saving. 

The authorities on the point are neither numerous nor 
satisfactory. In O'Connor v. Bradshaw (5 Ex. 882) the 
Court of Exchequer inclined to think that a company 
formed for the purpose of receiving subscriptions in 
small sums for the purpose of buying land to be dis- 
tributed by lot amongst a minority of the subscribers only, 
was not illegal under the Acts, but there the scheme was 
held to contravene the Bank Charter Act; whereas, in 
Sykes v. Beadon (27 W. R. 464, L. R. 11 Ch. D. 170), 
Jessel, M.R., expressed an opinion that a combination 
of persons formed on the principle of investing their sub- 
scriptions and dividing the capital and profits amongst 
themselves by means of certificates convertible by annual 
drawings by lot into preference dividend’ bonds, &c., 
was “illegal under the Lottery Acts,” but there the com- 
bination was held illegal under the Companies Act, 1862. 
In both cases, therefore, we have “obiter dicta” only ; 
and it must be observed that in Sykes v. Beadon, the 
learned Master of the Rolls voluntecred an opinion with- 
out reference to O'Connor v. Bradshaw, and without 
any argument by counsel. Smith v. Anderson, decided 
on Wednesday last, in which the ‘Submarine Cables 

ts” was ordered to be wound up on the ground of 
illegality, was clearly undistinguishable from Sykes v. 
Beadon, and we observe that the Master of the Rolls, 
While repeating his dictum, “was glad that it was in- 
tended to take the case to the Court of Appeal.” 

It may indeed be fairly argued that, looking to 
the mischief intended to be avoided by the Acts— 











the prohibition of competition by private lotteries 
with State lotteries—a scheme which merely provides 
for the distribution of property by the subscribers 
amongst themselves, is not illegal. No office is kept for 
selling and nothing is sold. Against this contention 
Allport v. Nutt (1 C. B. 989)—that “sweeps” on horse 
races are illegal under the Acts—may no doubt be cited, 
but we think that the cases are distinguishable on the 
ground that in a “sweep” nothing is acquired for dis- 
tribution. In “ trusts”? and schemes of that kind, there 
is a bond fide acquisition of property by the subscribers 
before the distribution by lot, which is incidental, not 
essential, to the scheme, takes place. We are not sure, 
however, whether the same argument would hold good of 
those numerous loans, home or foreign, to which capital- 
ists were invited to subscribe by the temptation of being 
repaid by drawings at a premium. 

But is a tontine within the Acts? A tontine is a , 
scheme by which out of a number of persons the sur- 
vivor, or nominator of the longest liver, takes the whole 
of a certain property which has been bought by the 
subscriptions of all. The chance of human life, not the 
chance of the lot, determines who is to be the for- 
tunate persou. Upon the best consideration we can 
give to the Lottery Acts, we come to the conclu- 
sion that a tontine is not within them. Unless there 
be some mechanism or contrivance, whether of the 
most simple or complex kind, brought into play, the 
Lottery Acts do not seem to apply. Nor do we think, 
though this is not quite so clear, that a tontine amounts 
to a wagering contract within 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, s. 18, 
which section enacts that * all contracts or agreements, 
whether by parol or in writing, by way of gaming or 
wagering, shall be null and void.” Allport'v. Nutt (1 C. 
B. 989), in which a sweepstakes was held illegal, was de- 
cided in the year in which the statute was passed ; and 
no case decided after the statute throws any light upon 
the question. But in Johnson v. Lumley (12 C. B. 468), 
a wager is defined as a contract by which two or more 
persons agree to deliver to each other something accord- 
ing as some uncertain event shall happen or not. Ina 
tontine pure and simple, where the subscribers are them- 
selves the cestuis que vie, there is no such contract. In 
a tontine where the subscribers nominate other lives, the 
case is by no means so clear, and we think, upon the 
whole, that it is within the section. As to the tontine 
properly so called, if that be void for wagering, are not 
all joint tenancies created by the act of the joint tenants 
void also? However this may be, no tontine of any 
kind appears to be within the Lottery Acts, and 
the subscribers thereto run no risk of incurring the 
pecuniary penalties, or suffering the whippings private, 
or, in certain events, public, imposed by 4 Geo. 4, c. 
60, or of forfeiting double their subscriptions to the 
common informer, under 8 Geo. 1, c. 2, s. 37. 


rn 
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At Bow-street Police Court on Monday, Mr. Vincent, 
the Director of Criminal Investigations, applied to Sir J. 
Ingham to indorse a Sheffield warrant, and took the 
opportunity of expressing his opinion that the new facilities 
afforded by the Summary Jurisdiction Act would prove of 
great importance and value to the public. Under the cld 
law it was compulsory that some person should attend and 
make oath of his personal knowledge of the handwriting of 
the justice whose signature is appended to the document. 
This always proved a serious barrier to the administration of 
justice, by raising obstacles which delayed, or altogether 
prevented, the end scught to be attained. But under the 
new Act a signature could be attested in the local district, 
and forwarded by post if need be ; and it was upon the 
declaration which he now held, as to the authenticity of 
the signature of a Sheflield magistrate, that he applied to 
the court to indorse the warrant, and so admit of its imme- 
diate execution.—Sir James Ingham said the new rule would 
no doubt save an enormous amount of trouble and expense, 
and he should have no hesitation in complying with the 
request made to him, as justified by the new Act.—The 
warrant was accordingly indorsed. 
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COSTS SINCE THE JUDICATURE ACTS. 


A variety of puzzling questions with regard to costs 
have cropped up since the Judicature Acts. In some of 
the earlier cases the question was how far the old enact- 
ments as to costs were repealed by the new legislation. 
The case of Garnett v. Bradley (25 W. R. 653, L. R. 
3 App. Cas. 944) has settled this class of questions. 
Lately a great many questions have come before the 
courts concerning the right to costs where the event of 
the action has been partly in one party’s favour and 
partly in the other's favour, as, for instance, where 
there has been a counter-claim, which the defendant 
has succeeded in establishing, and also with regard to 
the effect of the County Court Acts in such cases. It 
may be useful to notice some of these decisions. 

In Staples v. Young (25 W. R. 304, L. R. 2 Ex. D. 
324) it was held that where the balance recovered by 
the plaintiff, above the amount of a counter-claim on 
which the defendant succeeded, was less than £20 in an 
action of contract, the County Court Act, 1867, deprived 
the plaintiff of costs, because the plaintiff could only be 
said to recover the balance within the meaning of that 
Act. It was urged that a counter-claim was a cross- 
action really, and not like a set-off for this purpose, and 
that the plaintiff recovered the amount of his claim 
within the meaning of the County Court Act; but this 
argument did not prevail. It must be noticed that in 
this case the plaintiff’s original claim was under £50, 
so that it was a case in which the county court had 
jurisdiction. In the cases of Potter v. Chambers ( 27 
W. R. 414, L. R. 4 ©. P. D. 457) and Neale v. 
Clarke, L. R. 4 Ex. D. 206), which we shall 
notice presently, the claim was over £50. In Blake v. 
Appleyard (26 W. R, 592, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 195) it was 
held that the County Court Act, 1867, s. 5, did not 
apply to counter-claims, and so when the defendant 


proved a counter-claim of £10, he was entitled to the 
costs of the issues so far as they related to the counter- 
claim. This is plain enough. Setting up a counter- 
claim in answer to an action in the superior court is 
quite a different thing from suing in the superior coutt, 
when the action ought to have been brought in the 


county court. The defendant does not choose the 
tribunal. 

The question in Staples v. Young was comparatively 
simple, but there is considerable difficulty when the claim 
being above the limit of the county court jurisdiction, 
the balance recovered above the counter-claim is below 
£20 in contract or £10 in tort, as the case may be. In 
Potter v. Chambers, the plaintiff claimed over £50, and 
established his claim; but that amount was reduced by the 
counter-claim on which the defendant succeeded to £4 
2s., for which amount judgment was given. It is clear 
that since the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 67, the provisions 
of the County Court Act, 1867, s. 5, only apply 
wien the relief sought by the plaintiff could have been 
given in the county court. And if, therefore, the plain- 
tiff could not have obtained relief in the county court, 
he cannot be deprived of costs, though he recover less 
than the amount mentioned in the County Court Act. 
The point which hardly seems to have been sufficiently 
considered in Potter v. Chambers is the question when 
the plaintiff cannot, within the meaning of the Judica- 
ture Act, obtain relief in the county court. Cockburn 
C.J., says, ‘‘ The Legislature never intended to give the 
county courts jurisdiction to deal with cases when the 
sums claimed on either side were considerable, though the 
difference actually due might be small.” But it cannot 
be that the sum claimed is the test, because otherwise, 
by claiming enough, the plaintiff could always elude the 
provisions of the County Court Acti. The question of 
the counter-claim is immaterial in this point of view. 
The plaintiff may claim £1,000, and recover £2 quite 
apart from a counter-claim. Under the County Court 
Act, 1867, the sum recovered is made the test, indepen- 
deutiy of whether the action could have been drought in 





the county court, and so until the Judicature Act thisdify. 
culty did not rise. 

In Neale v. Clarke, the plaintiff's claim amounteg 
to £1,029 15s. 6d., and there being a counter-claim, 
the balance due to the plaintiff was ultimately foung , 
to be £11 10s. 3d. Kelly, O.B., held that the! 
plaintiffs and defendants were respectively entitled | 
to the costs of the issues on which they had suc- | 
ceeded. But Hawkins, J., dissented. The ground of | 


the Chief Baron’s decision was that the issues in the | 


case involved the question whether the plaintiff wag 
entitled to £1,029 15s. 6d., a question which the county 
court had no right to try. Hawkins, J., distinguished 
between a counter-claim in the nature of a set-off, and 


j 


| 
| 


one in the nature of a cross-action for unliquidated 


damages, expressing an opinion that in a case where 
a claim was established exceeding the limit of the 
jurisdiction of the county court, but was reduced by a 
counter-claim of the latter description below £20 in 
contract, and £10 in tort, the plaintiff was not deprived 
of costs, because there the relief sought by the plaintiff 
could not be obtained in the county court, the plaintiff 
being unable, in the nature of things, to give credit for 
unliquidated damages. In the case of a counter-claim in 
the nature of a set-off, he relied on the old decisions on 
the County Court Acts, to show that when the plaintiffs 
liquidated claim was reduced by a set-off of a liquidated 
amount below the county court limit, he was not entitled 
to costs. The learned judge pointed out that, by the 
present county court rules, a plaintiff can give credit for 
an admitted set-off. He then proceeded to discuss the 
meaning of “ relief sought”’ in the 67th section of the 
Judicature Act. He says, ‘‘ It cannot be determined by 
the amount indorsed on the writ, or the claim in the state. 
ment of claim. So to construe the words would, in 
effect, put it in the power of the plaintiff in all cases to 
evade the operation of the County Court Act. Neither 
can those words mean the sum to which the plaintiff 
bond fide believes himself to be entitled. Some limita- 
tion must be put upon these words, and after much con- 
sideration, it seems to me that the ‘relief sought’ 
may most reasonably be interpreted to mean that 
amount or balance which is really due and which 
the plaintiff is entitled to sue for, and recover without 
foregoing any portion of his just demand.” 

The matter is one of considerable difficulty when 
one looks to the substance of the thing. There 
are various considerations involved. ‘The county courts 
are intended to be tribunals for the recovery of 
small, or comparatively small, claims, in a less ex- 
pensive and elaborate manner, and the idea is that 
a plaintiff, who only recovers a small amount, ought 
to have availed himself of their jurisdiction. What 
the plaintiff actually recovers by the judgment is, in 
most cases, the proper test whether the action was one 
for the county court. It may be said that if the plaintiff 
on the balance of accounts is only entitled to £4, the 
time of the superior court ought not to have been 
taken up, and great expense incurred; but, on the 
other hand, it is obvious that where there is a very 
large claim on the one side and set-off on the other, the 
questions involved and the nature of the action are not 
such as are appropriate to the county court, which 
is intended for the speedy disposal of comparatively 
small matters. It is often impossible in important and 
complicated matters for the plaintiff to know beforehand 
that the claim he ultimately may succeed in establishing 
will be such a small one. The power of admitting the 
set-off does not seem to us very material. A plaintiff is 
claiming, we will say, £10,000. The question whether he 
is entitled to £6,000 of thas may depend on a nice 
question of law or fact quite proper to be determined by 
a superior court. ‘The defendant claims £3,999 and 
establishes his claim. The court decides against the 
plaintiff's claim of £6,000, consequently the plaintiff 
recovers £1. Can it be said that this was a fit 
action for a county court? It does not seem to 
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that what the plaintiff may recover on the balance of 
account is always the proper test; yet it undoubtedly is 
the test which the County Court Act applied. On the 
other hand, what the plaintiff may have claimed is not 
the test, for the reason given by Hawkins, J. The 
County Court Act reserved, it should be remembered, 
a power to the judge to certify for costs in a case 
where less than the required amount was recovered. 
We do not know that there is any better way out of the 
difficulty than to make the amount recovered the test, 
trusting to the discretion of the judge to deal with those 
cases where it would work unfairly, subject to appeal to 
the court. 

In Chatfield v. Sedgwick (27 W. R. 790, L. R. 4.0. P. D. 
450), the Court of Appeal held that the amount claimed 
on the writ could not be the test whether the relief sought 
could be obtained in the county court. There the plaintiff 
claimed to an amount exceeding £50, and the defendant 
counter-claimed for £24. The plaintiff established a 
claim for £16, and the defendant for £23, and conse- 
quently the defendant recovered £7. It was held that 
the defendant was entitled to his costs. It was argued 
that the plaintiff was entitled to his costs of the claim, 
on the ground that he had claimed more than £50, but 
the court decided against him. Jessel, M.R., said that, 
in his opinion, the Judicature Act, s. 67, means ‘‘ where 
relief is sought of a kind that can be given in the county 
court, and not where relief is sought only of such an 
amount as could be given by a county court.” If this 
view is right, the decision in Potter v. Chambers would 
seem to be wrong; but there is no conflict between the 
two decisions, because in Chatfield v. Sedgwick, as in 
Staples v. Young, the plaintiff did not establish his claim 
to £50 or even £20. 








General Corresponvence. 


To CorresronpENts.— All letters intended for publica- 
tion in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenti- 
cated by the name of the writer. The Editor cannot 
undertake to return MSS. forwarded to him. 

RIGHT TO COMPENSATION AFTER CON- 
VEYANCE. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The effect of the recent decision of the Master 
of the Rolls in Re Turner and Skelton (L. R. 13 Ch. D. 
131), demands, I think, the attention of the profession. 

Until that decision be reversed, we must, I presume, 
take the law to be now settled that, under the usual con- 
dition of sale providing for compensation in case of 
misdescription, a purchaser may, after conveyance, make 
aclaim at any time within six years from the date of 
the contract. 

Such claims have, I believe, been of rare occurrence ; 
which may be partly accounted for by the general im- 
pression that, unless under special circumstances, they 
could not be sustained. 

It appears, however, from the Master of the Rolls’ 
decision that, even in the simple case of a misdescription 
of the number of acres of an estate, the claim may be 
enforced; and it is possible, therefore, that similar 
demands may become more numerous. 

Claims for compensation after four years would be 
annoying enough to ordinary vendors, but how much 
more important to vendors who were merely trustees or 
not beneficial owners ; and who might have divided the 
Proceeds of sale and have no funds with which either to 
contest the claim or make compensation. 

It would also probably follow from the decision that 
timilar claims might, under the crdinary condition, be 
made, after completion, by vendors against purchasers. 

Since the common law case of Bos v. Helsham (15 
W. R. 259, L. R. 2 Ex. 72), which was to the same effect 





as the decision of the Master of the Rolls, I have always 
used the condition which I enclose, and which is, I think, 
sufficient to prevent any claim, in all ordinary cases, after 
conveyance. 

I venture to trouble you with it, because the matter 
does not seem to have attracted much notice ; for though 
Bos v. Helsham is at least ten years old, I do not find 
that any condition framed to meet the difficulty is 
generally adopted. 

The effect of the Master of the Rolls’ decision may 
easily be guarded against ; but, unless it be so, any of us 
who conduct sales for trustees may happen to find our 
clients in a very unpleasant position if a purchaser be 
discontented with his bargain; and I strongly suspect 
the Master of the Rolls would tell us that we ought to 
have protected them by a proper condition. J. A. 


[The following is the suggested condition alluded to 
by our correspondent :—“ If any error or omission shall, 
before the execution of the assurance to the purchaser, 
be discovered in the particulars or conditions of sale 
with reference to the description of, or any matter 
affecting, the property, compensation shall in such, but 
in no other, case be given or taken, as the case may re- 
quire; and in case of dispute shall be settled by two 
arbitraters, one to be appointed by each party, or the 
umpire of such arbitrators, appointed by them before 
proceeding on such reference ; and such reference shall 
be subject to the provisions of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1854, relating to a reference to two arbi- 
trators.”’] 





Cases of the eck. 


Destors Act, 1869, s. 5—INABILITY To Pay—ComMITTAL 
—Form or OxpEr—Discretion oF JupGE or First In- 
STANCE—RIGHT or APPEAL.—In a case of Esdaile v. Visser, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 13th inst., a question 
arose as to the proper form of an order for committal 
under section 5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, and there was a 
farther question as to the right of appeal frour such an 
order. Section 5 of the Act provides that, ‘subject to 
the provisions herein mentioned, and to the prescribed 
rules, any court may commit to prison for a term not ex- 
ceeding six weeks, or until payment of the sum due, any 
person who makes default in payment of any debt or 
instalment of any debt due from him in pursuance of any 
order or judgment of that or any other competent-court : 
provided (inter alia) :—(2.) That such jurisdiction shall 
only be exercised when it is proved to the satisfaction of 
the court that the person making default either has, or 
has had since the date of the order or judgment, the means 
to pay the sam in respect of which he has made default, 
and has refused or neglected, or refuses or neglects, to pay 
the same.” And in the schedule of forms to the Rales 
under the Act, the form given of an order of committal 
etates that the debtor is to ‘‘ be committed to prison for 
the term of six weeks from the date of his arrest, unless 
he shall sooner pay” the debt. One of the defendants to 
the action baving made default in paying some instalments 
of a sum for costs which he had been ordered to pay to the 
plaintiff by monthly instalments, the plaintiff moved for an 
order for his committal for six weeks, or until he should 
pay the arrears of the instalments (following the form 
given in the schedule to the Rules), and Hall, V.C., being 
satisfied on the evidence that the defendant had the means 
to pay the sum, made an order according to the notice of 
motion. When the order came to be settled by the registrar 
in the presence of both parties, he drew it up as an order 
‘‘ that an attachment be issued against the defendant for 
his contempt in not having paid” the instalment, saying 
that that was tke form usually adopted in the Chancery 
Division, and that the writ of cu. sa. to be issued under the 
order would limit the term of imprisonment to six weeks. 
The defendant appealed from the order thus drawn up, and 
two objections were taken on his bebalf—(1) that since the 
passing of the Debtors Act a money demand could not be 
enforced by attachment ; (2) that rule 2 of order 44 had not 
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been complied with, for that no notice had been given of 
the intention to ask for the issue of an attachment. The 
court (James, Baceatay, and Cortoy, L.JJ.) held that 
the order ought to have been drawn up (as, indeed, the Vice- 
Chancellor had made it) in the terms of the notice of motion, 
and in accordance with the form given in the schedule to the 
rules, and that it must be rectified accordingly. It was 
then urged on behalf of the defendant that the evidence did 
not show that he had the means of paying the amount in 
question, and that the Vice-Chancellor ought to have come 
to a different conclusion on this point. The plaintifi’s 
counsel contended that section 5 gave the judge of first 
instance a judicial discretion to decide upon the ability of 
the debtor to pay, and that no appeal lay from his decision. 
James, L.J., said that, without laying down an inflexible 
rule that the Court of Appeal would never differ from the 
decision of the judge of first instance, still, as a general 
rule, they would not differ from his conclusion upon the 
evidence before him as to the debtor’s ability to pay 
the debt. It would require an overwhelming case to 
induce them to do so. ‘The mischief of appeals in such 
cases would be enormous. The court accordingly rectified 
the Vice-Chancellor’s order in form, and as there had been a 
miscarriage in drawing it up, they gave no costs of the 
appeal, 


Cuter Crerk’s CERTIFICATE—EVIDENCE--CLAIM AND 
Counter-CLaIm—Suortuand Wrirter’s Notrs.—-In a case 
of Dicks v. Brooks, before the Court of Appeal on the 14th 
inst., a question arose as to the evidence on which the 
chief clerk had based his certificate. The plaintiffs were 
the proprietors of a weekly periodical. ‘The defendants were 
the proprietors of the copyright of an engraving of a picture. 
The plaintiffs had published in one of the numbers of their 
periodical a pattern for wool-work, which embodied the 
principal incident in the picture. The defendant issued a 
circular containing a warning against the sale of any copy 
of the subject of the picture without their stamp, and 
stating that all unstamped copies were unlawful imitations. 
The plaintiffs alleged that the publication of this circular 
was a libel on their pattern, which they said was not an 
imitation of any picture the copyright of which belonged 
to the defendants, and they claimed an injunction to restrain 
the publication of the circular, and damages for slander of 
title. The defendants delivered a statement of defence and 
counter-claim, by which they asserted their title to the 
engraving, and alleged that the plaintiffs had unlawfully 
copied it. And they claimed an injunction to restrain the 
publication by the plaintiffs, and the penalty of 5s. for 
every copy sold by the plaintiffs, under the Act, 8 Geo. 2, 
c. 13, which provides that half the penalty shall go to the 
Crown and half to the owner of the pirated engraving. 
Bacon, V.C., held that the plaintiffs had been guilty of 
piracy, and dismissed the action with costs. And on the 
eounter-claim, he held that the defendants were entitled 
to the injunction which they claimed, and that the plaintiffs 
must pay the penalty on every copy which they had sold of 
their pattern, referring it to chambers to ascertain the number 
of copies which had been sold. The chief clerk by his cer- 
tificate found that 25,000 copies had been sold, and stated 
that his finding was based upon the evidence taken at the 
trial. The plaintiffs applied to the Vice-Chancellor to 
vary the certificate, and the application being refused by 
him, was renewed in the Court of Appeal. Two objections 
were taken—(1) that the chief clerk had read the short- 
hand writer’s notes of the evidence taken at the trial, there 
being no affidavit of their accuracy ; (2) that the evidence 
upon which he had relied had been taken upon the trial of 
the claim, before the counter-claim had been opened. The 
Court of Appeal (James, BaccatLay, and Corren, L.JJ.) 
ultimately ordered the hearing of the appeal to stand over 
until the hearing of an appeal which the plaintiffs had pre- 
sented from the judgment at the trial. But they ex- 
pressed an opinion that the chief clerk was justified in 
making use of the shorthand writer’s notes of the evidence. 
James, L.J., also said that the strong inclination of his 
opinion was that in such a case the evidence given on the 
claim was not evidence on the counter-claim, which was 
not for anything in the nature of a set-off or a cross-de- 
mand, but was an action by the defendants, on behalf of 
the Crown and themselves, to recover a statutory penalty, 
Baceatay and Corron, L.JJ., however, declined to ex- 
press any opinion at present on the second point. 





Timp ror APprgEaLinc—InrTeRLocuToORY ORpER—Syy. 
MONS UNDER VENDOR AND PurcHaseR Act, 1874—Orp, 58, 
RR. 9, 15.—In a case of In re Blyth, before the Conuri of 
Appeal on the 13th inst., the appeal was bronght from ap 
order made upon a summons under the Vendor and Por. 
chaser Act. The notice of appeal had not been given 
within twenty-one days, and it was objected that the 
appeal was consequently too late. On the other side it wag 
urged that the order was not interlocutory, but final. The 
court (James, BacGaLuay, and Corron, L.JJ.) held that 
the order having been made in a ‘ matter not being an 
action,” was governed by rule 8, and that consequently the 
appeal ought to have been brought within twenty-one days, 
and was therefore too late. 


ATTACHMENT—DEFAULT BY TRUSTEE—INABILITY TO Pay 
—Destors Act, 1869, s. 4—Derxsrors Act, 1878, s. 1.—In 
a case of Macquoid v. Robson, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 12th inst., an application was made for an order to 
attach a trustee who had failed to obey an order of the 
court for the payment of trust-money which he had re- 
tained in his hands. It was alleged that the trustee 
had not the means of paying the money, and it was 
argued that the power of imprisonment reserved by section 
4 of the Debtors Act, 1869, in the case of debts of this 
nature was not intended to be used by way of punish- 
ment, but merely for the purpose of compelling payment 
of the debt, and that no order of attachment ought to be 
made when it was shown that the debtor was unable to 
pay the debt. Jxrsset, M.R., took occasion to repeat what 
he said, when sitting in the Rolls Court, in the case of 
Mains v. Ingrain (ante, p. 144). He said that he dissent 
from the view expressed by Bacon, V.C., in Jarrett v. 
Hammond (L. R. 10 Ch. D. 285), that the object of the Act 
was not vindictive, and that the power of committal was 
not intended as a punishment. On the contrary, he was 
of opinion that the whole object of retaining the power o 
imprisonment in such cases was punishment; and th 
court (JesseL, M.R., and BacGaLtay and Corton, L.JJ.) 
held that there was no ground for exercising in favour of 
the defaulting trustee the discretion given by the Act of 
1878, and made the order for his attachmeut. 


Non-APPEARANCE OF DErFENDANT—PRACTICE — FILING 
OF STATEMENT OF CLAIM—PERSONAL SERVICE OF CLAIM 
with Writ—Rutes oF Court, 1875, orp. 19, R 
6; orp. 21, rn. 1 (b).—In a case of Renshaw v. 
Renshaw, before the Master of the Rolls on the 18th 
inst., a judgment was taken on the 13th of Decem- 
ber against a defendant who had not appeared. It 
appeared that he had been served personally with the state- 
ment of claim with the amended writ, but that, owing toa 
mistake, the statement of claim had not been filed pursuant 
to ord. 19, r. 6. On an objection to draw up the order an 
application was made on behalf of the plaintiff that the 
order might be drawn up, notwithstanding that the state- 
ment of claim had not been filed. It was argued tbat 
inasmuch us the statement of claim had been delivered 
personally to the defendant, under ord. 21, r. 1 (b), it was not 
necessary subsequently to file the same; and reliance was 
placed upon a case of Whilaker v. Thurston (Weekly Notes, 
1876, s, 232), where it was held that a summons personally 
served need not be filed, a summons being within ord. 19, r. 
6. JEssEL, M.R., was of opinion that it was not necessary 
to file the claim when it had been personally served, and 
directed the order to be drawn up without the filing. 


Practice — Costs — ADMINISTRATION ACTION—PARTIES 
APPEARING IN CHAMBERS BY THE SOLICITOR—SuRSEQUENT 
SEPARATE APPEARANCE IN Court — CONSOLIDATED ORD. 
40, R, 28—Rures or Courr (Costs), 1875, x. 21.—In a 


case of Re Steggles (decease@), Steggles v. Haslam, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 13th inst., a ques- 
tion arose on further consideration whether the beneficiaries 
were entitled to separate costs of their appearance in 
court, or whether only those beneficiaries were entitled 
to appear and have their costs who had represented the 
others in chambers, It was contended, on the authority 
of Sharp vy. Lush (L. R. 10 Ch. D. 648), that the separate 
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ce in court could not be allowed. Jzsszx, M.R., 
that the general order did not refer to the appearance 
ja court ; and, therefore, that such costs were in his discre- 
tion. Where there was any bond fide question to be argued 
he should allow such costs, but he certainly would not 


permit any such appearance merely for the purpose of mak- 
eosts. Inthe present case he thought the appearance 


fm Jide, and allowed the costs. 


Assurance Company—Poricy—PayMENT TO DEposiITEE 
—AssencE OF LeGaL PersonaL REPRESENTATIVE — 
InrerEst.—In a case of Webster v. British Empire Assur- 
ance Company, before the Master of the Rolls on the 14th 
inst., a question arose whether an assurance company were 
jable to pay interest on a policy where the policy-holder 
could not give a discharge, and where the company had 
kept the money at call. The policy had been deposited with 
one William Brown, but no written assignment had been 
tiken. On the death of the life assured, W. Brown duly 

ved his birth and death, and thereupon, according to the 
terms of the policy, the money became payable. ‘The office 
declined to pay except to, or with the concurrence of, the 

personal representative of the person assured, and as he 
had died insolvent, his will had not been proved. The above 
action bad been commenced by W. Brown’s executors, on 
the authority of Crossley v. City of Glasgow Assurance Society 
LR. 4 Ch. D. 421), asking for payment of the policy- 
moneys in the absence of the legal personal representative of 
the person assured, and for interest from March, 1875, when 
the money had become payable. ‘The secretary of the 
company filed an affidavit, in which he stated that the 
company had been willing to pay over tae money, but 
could not get a discharge ; that they had kept the money at 
all, expecting the appointment of a legal personal re- 
presentative, and that they had not made any interest or 
profit with the money. On this it was contended they 
ought not to pay interest. Jessen, M.R., said it would be 
monstrous to allow the company to retain the money, and 
yet not pay interest. They could have paid the money into 
court, and they did not even allege that they had placed it 
toaseparate account. ‘They must pay interest at four per cent. 
from March, 1875. As the action had been caused by the 
negligence of the parties, the company would have their 
costs as between solicitor and client, and would deduct the 
costs from the amount payable under the policy. 


Metrorotis LocAn MANaGeMENT Act, 1855, s. 96— 
Meaninc or Worp “ Vesr ”—Srreet—Disuser,—In a 
case of Rolls v. Vestry of St. George, before the Master 
of the Rolls on the 13th inst., a question was raised as to 
the meaning of the word “vest” in the 96th section of the 


Metropolis Local_Management Act, 1855. By ion 
Or district board shall, withia their parish and dis- 
trict, execute the office of and be surveyor of highways, and 
all streets being highways, and the pavements, stones, and 
other materials thereof shall vest in, and be under the 
management and control of, the vestry or district board 
in which such highways are situated.” By the 154th 
tion, the vestry or district have power ‘‘ to sell and dis- 
pose of any property whatever vested in them under the 
Act, which it may appear to them may be properly sold or 
disposed of.’’ Certain streets, of which the plaintiff was 
tenant for life, had been stopped up and disused, new 
streets having been made in their places. The old streets 
had been streets within the above Act, and the plaintiff 
desired to convert the land forming the old streets to his 
own use. The vestry contended that the effect of the 
above section was to vest the land in them, so as to prevent 
the owner from dealing with the same, except on a re- 
parchase and conveyance from the vestry. Reference was 
‘made to a decision on'a similar section of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, of Coverdale v. Charlton (L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 104), 
Where the Appeal Court had held that the effect of the 
section was to vest the land to a certain depth in the 
local board, but it was attempted to distinguish that case 
from the present. Jusser, M.R., was of opinion that the 
case was really within the case of Coverdale v. Charlton, and 
lore he should pronounce no opinion himself on the 
ase. The decision in Coverdale v. Charlton was this, that 
4 property in the street to acertain depth, though the judges 
did not define what depth, vested in the local board, and that 





the surface and subsoil to a certain extent passed to the 
board. If, therefore, the property in the street were once 
vested in the local board, he did not see how it could be 
taken away again, even if the street became disused. There 
was nothing in the Act to take away the property given to 
the vestry, and, in fact, the 154th section distinctly 
showed they had a right of sale, and therefore of dealing 
with the land. He should therefore make a declaration 
that the plaintiff was not entitled to convert to his own use 
any part of the streets ordered to be stopped up. 


Witi—Drrection to Serrte Reau Estrare—Power or 
SALE anp Excuance.—In a case of Wise v. Piper, before 
Fry, J., on the 13th inst., a question arose as to the validity 
of a power of sale in a marriage settlement which had been 


executed in accordance with directions contained in the _ 


will of the wife’s father. The action was brought by a 
vendor for the specific performance of an agreement for the 
purchase of real estate. The vendor’s title was derived 
through a person to whom the property had been sold 
under the power of sale, and the purchaser objected that the 
insertion of the power in the settlement was uot authorized 
by the will of the testator so far as regarded an undivided 
moiety of the settled property. The testator by his will, 
made in 1810, had given the remainder of his property to 
his trustees, on trust for all his children livieg at his death, 
and had directed that his daughters’ shares should be so 
settled that, if they married, one-half of their fortune 
should be settled on them and their children, exclusive of 
their husbands. He died in 1820, leaving an only child, a 
daughter, living at his death. She was then an infant. 
Soon after the testator’s death his trustees and executors 
instituted a suit in the Court of Chancery for the adminis- 
tration of his estate and the execution of the trusts of his 
will. Ia 1824, the daughter, who was still under age, 
married with the sanction of the court, articles for the 
settlement of her fortune being previously executed with 
the approbation of the master. By these articles it was 
agreed that one moiety of the testator’s devised real 
estates should, when the wife should attain twenty- 
one, be conveyed to trustees upon trusts in accordance 
with the directions contained in the wil], and that the 
other moiety shonld be conveyed to the trustees upon 
certain other trusts. And it was agreed that in the settle- 
ment to be executed there should be contained a power for 
the trustees, at the request, during their joint lives, of the 
husband and wife, to sell or exchange all or any part of the 
settled estates ; ‘‘ but as to the said moiety first herein- 
after settled, so far only as the same moiety may be law- 
fully or equitably sold or exchanged in referance to the 
trusts affecting the same by virtue of these presents and of 
the will of the testator.” A conveyance of the devised 
estates to the trustees was made in 1827 in accordance 
with the articles. In 1874 the trustees of the settle- 
ment, professing to act in exercise of the power 
of sale, and at the request of the husband and wife, 
conveyed a part of the settled estates to a predecessor 
in title of the plaintiff, and the plaintiff afterwards 
agreed to sell the part so acquired to the defendant. The 
validity of the plaintiff’s title depended upon the validity of 
the power of sale in reference to a moiety of the property. 
Fry, J., held, upon the authority of Peake v. Penlington 
(2 V. & B. 311) and Turner v. Sargent (17 Beav. 515), that 
the power of sale and exchange was a usual and proper 
power to insert in a marriage settlement, and that its 
insertion was authorized by the testator’s direction to settle 
his daughter’s shares, and he held that the effect of the 
provision (above quoted from the settlement) was that, if the 
power of sale could be lawfully inserted in regard to the 
moiety first settled, it was to stand as to that moiety. His 
lordship therefore held that the will justified the insertion 
of the power, and that it had been properly inserted. The 
plaintiff had therefore shown a good title, and there must be 
judgment for the specific performance of the agreement. 


Sprecirtc PeErrormMAncE—Contracr FoR Sare oF REAL 
Estate—Statoute or Fraups.—In a case of Mundy v. 
Asprey, before Fry, J., on the 14th inst., the action was 
brought by a vendor for the specific performance of an 
agreement for the purchase of land. The agreement was 
originally a parol one. A conveyance was prepared by the 
purchaser’s solicitors, and the ingrossment was, on the 10th 
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§ of April, sent by them to the vendor’s solicitors, together 
~ with a letter signed by them. The ingrossment contained a 
* recital of an agreement between the vendor and the pur- 
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chaser for the purchase of the property. On the 16th of 
April the vendor executed the ingrossment, and after this 
another letter was written by the purchaser's solicitors, 
stating his readiness to complete the purchase. Subsequently 
the purchaser repudiated the agreement, and by his state- 
ment of defence he pleaded the statute. On behalf of the 
vendor it was urged that the recital in the ingrossment of an 
agreement to purchase, coupled with the letters signed by 
the purchaser’s solicitors as his agents, constituted a memo- 
randum in writing of the agreement sufficient to satisfy the 
statute. Fry, J., however, held that there was no sufficient 
memorandum, and dismissed the action. 








Obttuarp. 


MR. SERJEANT PARRY. 


Mr. Serjeant’ John Humffreys Parry, died at his residence, 
66, Holland-park, Kensington, on tke 10th inst., from con- 
gestion of the lungs. He was the son of the late John 
Humffreys Parry, barrister, author of several works on 
Welsh literature, and he was born in 1816. He was 
educated at the London Philological School, and was for a 
short time in a merchant’s office in the City. He was after- 
wards engaged in the literary department of the British 
Mus-um, and was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Michaelmas Term, 1843. He juined the Home Circuit, 
and soon obtained an extensive criminal business, becoming 
one of the leaders at the Central Criminal Court and 
Middlesex Sessions. In 1856 he became a serjeant-at-law, 
being appointed at the same time as Mr. Serjeant Ballantine. 
His advancement was extremely beneficial to him, for while 
continuing to be specially retained in large criminal cases 
he gradually acquired a lead at Mist Prius, both on circuit 
and in London, and in 1864 he received a patent of preced- 
ence. He was a most successful advocate, being gifted with 
@ commanding presence, a clear voice and a manner impressive 
but unaffected. He never failed to exercise great weight 
with a jury. He was largely engaged in compensation cases, 
and frequently appeared as leading counsel for the London, 
Brighton, and South Coast Railway Company. He had also 
held briefs in many important and interesting cases. He 
was junior counsel for the prisoner, Manning, in the 
Bermondsey murder case in 1849; leading counsel for the 
defence of Muller for the murder of Mr. Briggs ; and he was 
also retained in the Overend and Gurney prosecution. He 
was associated with the present Mr. Justice Hawkins in the 
conduct of the Tichborne prosecution in 1873-4, and he was 
one of the counsel in the Bravo inquest. He was also 
leading counsel for the defendant in the recent protracted 
lunacy case of Nowell v. Williams, His disposition was 
most amiable and genial, and he was greatly esteemed by 
all the members of the bar. He unsuccessfully contested 
the city of Norwich in the Liberal interest in 1847, and 
Finsbury in 1857. Mr. Serjeant Parry was elected a bencher 
of the Middle Temple soon after the dissolution of Serjeant’s- 
inn. He wes twice married. His second wife predeceased 
him by only a few hours. 


MR. HENRY GARTSIDE. 


Mr. Henry Gartside, solicitor, town clerk of Ashton-under- 
Lyne, died suddenly on the 8th inst. Mr. Gartside was 
admitted a solicitor in 1838, and had ever since practised at 
Ashton. He conducted the legal proceedings for obtaining 
a’charter of incorporation for the borough, and in 1847 was 
elected the first town clerk. He was also for several years 
clerk to the borough magistrates jointly with Mr. Henry 
Hall, but in 1862 he resigned both offices, He was, however, 
re-elected town clerk in 1874, and retained that office until] 
his death. He was a perpetual commissioner for Lancashire 
and Cheshire, clerk and solicitor to the Ashton and Dukin- 
field Bridge Company, and solicitor to the Ashton-under- 
Lyne, Staleybridge, and Dukinfield Waterworks Company. 
He was married to his cousin, a daughter of the late Captain 
Gartside. Mr. Gartside was a man of very liberal and 
charitable disposition. Christ Church, Densbaw, was built 
and endowed at the sole cost of himself and his wife. 





Mr. James Marswaxt, Puisne Judge of the Supreme Cony 
of the Gold Coast Colony, has been appointed Chief Justicy 
of the Gold Coast Colony, in succession to Mr. Philip. 
Anstie Smith, deceased. The new Chief Justice was calle 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1868. He wos 
appointed chief magistrate for the Gold Coast in 1873, ang 
puisne judge of the Supreme Court in 1876, 


Mr. Tuomas James Newman, solicitor, of Barnsley, has 
been elected Clerk to the Trustees of Hemsworth Hospital, 
in succession to his father, the late Mr. Edward Newman. Mr. 
T. J. Newman was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 


Sir Jutzan Pauncerore, Legal Assistant Under-Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs, has been created a Knight 
Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. George, Sir 
Julian Pauncefote is the third son of Mr. Robert Pauneg. 
fote, of Preston Court, Gloucestershire, and was born jp 
1828. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Easter Term, 1852, and formerly practised on the Oxford 
Circuit. He was private secretary to the late Sir William 
Molesworth, when Colonial Secretary, and he was appointed 
Attorney-General of Hong-Kongin 1865. He became Chief 
Justice of the Leeward Islands in 1873, and was soon after. 
wards knighted. He was an Assistant Under-Secretary of 
State for the Colonies from 1874 till 1876, when he was 
appointed Legal Assistant Under-Secretary for State for 
Foreign Affairs. 


Mr. Ernest ALGERNon Sparks, barrister, has been 
appointed Assistant Director of Prosecutions for England 
and Wales. Mr. Sparks was called to the bar of the Inner 
Temple in Easter Term, 1863, and has practised on the 
Midland Circuit, and at the Lincolshire, Nottinghamshire, 
Derbyshire, and Birmingham Sessions. 


Mr. Francis Cavutrretp Wang, solicitor, of Kidsgrove, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun WExssTeER, solicitor, of Whitehaven, has been 
elected Coroner for the Egremont District of the County of 
Cumberland. Mr. Webster was admitted a solicitor in 1854, 
and isclerk to the county magistrates for the Bootle Division. 


Mr. James Epwarp Wricut, solicitor (of the firm of 
Wright & Son), of Bacup, Rawtenstall, and Haslingden, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Osmonp Artuur Wryart, barrister, has been 
appointed by the Duke of Beaufort, Lord Lieutenant of 
Monmouthshire, to be Clerk of the Peace for that county, in 
succession to the late Mr. Charles Burton Fox, of Newport, 
Mr. Wyatt was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1837. He is a magistrate for Monmouth- 
shire, and agent for the Duke of Beaufort’s estates in that 
county. 


s 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Joun Foster Jounson and Jog Axrruur Rosinsoyr 
solicitors, Huddersfield (Robinson & Johnson). December 
31. (Gazette, January 9.) 

JosepH SEWELL, GEORGE FREDERICK NEWMARCH, and 
Epwarkp Care SEWwELL, solicitors, Cirencester (Sewell, 
Newmarch, & Sewell). (So far as regards George Frederick 
Newmarch ; business will in future be carried on by Joseph 
Sewell and Edward Clare Sewell, under the firm of Sewell & 
Son.) December 31. (Gazette, January 9. 

CHARLES ALFRED SwInBuRNE, and Henry W1LLiA" 
PARKER, Solicitors, 28, Bedford-row, London (Swinburne & 
Parker), and 87, Fountsin-street, Mauchester (Swinburne, 
is)” & Company). December 31. (Gazette, January 

3. 








Several of the clerks engaged"at judges’ chambers having 
been withdrawn for circuit duties, great inconvenience 
been caused to the public by the general dispatch of business 
there being delayed by reason of the insufficient number of 
clerks remaining to do the work. It is stated that an ap- 
enn for the appointment of temporaay assistants bas 

een made to the judge sitting at chambers, who promised 
that the matter should receive his early attention. 
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Companies. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock ComPANIEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Barmsn SEAMLESS PareR Box Company, Limitev.—The M.R. has, by 
an order dated Nov 17, appointed Samuel Lovelock, Coleman st, 
to be official liquidator 

Lang Evps Estate Coupany, Lrmirep.—Petition for winding up, pre - 

sented Jan 8, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Jan 23. Gre- 
gory and Co, Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioner 

{ynemouUTH AQuARIUM aND WINTER GARDEN Company, LimITED.— 

.C. Hall has, by an order dated Dec 15, appointed John Young, 
Coleman st, and Thomas Young Strachan, rainger st West, New- 
eastle-on-Tyne, to be otficial liquidators 

{Gazelte, Jan. 9.) 


Coromp1A CHEMICAL FAcToRY, MANURE, AND PHospHATE Works, 
LmuteD.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 9, directed to be 
heard before V.C. Hall,on Jan 23, Russel, Coleman st, solicitor for 
the petitioners 

Firzroy BessemeR SveEL HEMATITE IRON aND CoaL Company, 
Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 9, directed to be 
heard before V.C. Hali, on Jan 23. Musgrave, Queen Victoria st, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

HampsutRE Co-oPkRATI7E MitK Company, Limitep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Jan 9, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, 
on Jan 23, Lydall, Southampten dldgs, Chancery lane, solicitor for 
the petitioner 

ScsurBAN Farm and Datry Propuce Co-operative SupPLy Associa- 
mon, LimiTep.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 10, directed 
to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Jan 23. Yorke, Conduit st, Bond st, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Jan. 13.] 


Untimttep IN CHANCERY. 
Morvat Soctery.—The M.R. has, by an order dated Dec 16, appointed 
James Waddell, Queen Victoria st, to be official liquidator 
| Gazette, Jan. %.] 





Doucteties. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

The following gentlemen have been appointed to conduct 
the Honours Examination in 1880 :— 

Mr. J. A. Tliffep—The Principles of the Law of Real and 
Personal Property, and the Practice of Conveyancing. 

Mr. E, L, A. Clarke.—The Law, Practice, and Procedure 
of the Chancery Division. : 

Mr. M. D. Osbaldeston.—The Law, Practice, and Pro- 
cedure of the Common Law Divisions and the Court of Bank- 
ruptey. 

Mr. V. J. Chamberlain.—The Law, Practice, and Pro- 
dedure in Criminal Cases in the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

The following gentlemen have been appointed Assistant 
Examiners for the year 1880 :— 

Finat EXAmination, 

Mr. E, F. Turner.—The Law of Real and Personal 
Property and the Practice of Conveyancing. 

Mr. Eugene Wason.—Common Law. 

Mr. F. W. Steward.—Equity. 

Mr, Thos, Webster.—Bankruptcy. 

Mr. C, O. Humphreys.—Criminal Law. 

Mr. J. R. F. Rogers.—Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION, 
Mr. Alfred Markby.—Real and Personal Property. 
Mr. Herry Gribble.—Common Law. 
Mr. W. J. Fraser.— Equity. 








Mr, Justice Grove, addressing the grand jury at the 
Welshpool Assizes, said for the second time in eight years 
it had happened to him that there were no prisoners for trial 
at these assizes. It seemed hard that in that and other 
counties, where the criminal and civil business was so light, 
gtand and petty jurors should four times a year be called to- 
gether. In a monetary noint of view, it was heavier upon 
the petty jury, and became a kind of fine or punishment to 

em. It was the opinion, not only of himself, but of a large 
Rumber of his brother judges, that some means ought 
to be taken to avoid the inconvenience of these arrange- 
Ments, by reduciug or consolidating assizes at such places. 

ersonally, he would be more usefully employed in London, 
the pressure of business was great, than in travelling 
about the country calling out sheriffs and juries to hold assizes 





of 80 light a character. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting of this society was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening last, 
Mr. Lloyd Jones occupying thechair. The subject appointed 
for the evening’s discussion was, ‘‘Should the right of pre- 
sentation to Church livings by private persons be abolished?” 
and was opened in the affirmative by Mr. Collier, who 
strongly condemned the existing abuses in the exercise of 
patronage, and urged that all livings should be vested in 
public persons. The motion was opposed by Mr. Lewis 
Bowdell, who argued that the abuses were capable of being 
remedied, and that no sufficient substitution for this right 
had been suggested. Mr. Barry ably argued for the negative, 
and was followed on the same side by Messrs. Bateman, 
Napier and Ellis. Mr. Collier then ‘replied, and the 
question being put to the meeting was decided in the nega- 
tive, 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the above society was held at Clement’s-inn 
Hall on the evening of Wednesday last, when the subject for 
debate, ‘“ That children born out of wedlock should be 
legivimnatized by the subsequent marriage of the parents,” 
was opened in the affirmative by Mr. W. C. Owen, who was 
suyported by Messrs. Leadam, E. Robinson, and W. H. 
Kelke; Messrs. E. Rundle Levy and T, Bateman Napier 
opposing. Mr. Owen replied, and the chairman (Mr. R. G. 
Templer) having summed up, the motion was put to the 
vote and carried by a majority of six. 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 

The sixth meeting of this society was held on Tuesday 
evening, at the Law Library, Cross-street Chambers, when 
the chair was taken by Mr. J. W. Hamilton, LL.B., bar- 
rister-at-law. The minutes of the last meeting having been 
read by the hon. secretary (Mr. T. W. Millar) and passed, 
the chairman called upon Mr. Hislop, in place of Mr. Hard- 
man, to open the debate in favour of the affirmative. The 
subject for discussion was as follows:—“ A railway passenger 
gives his portmanteau to a servant of the company, who asks 
will he have it with him in the carriage, and on the passenger 
assenting places it ina carriage some time before the train 
starts. The portmanteau is stolen before the passenger enters 
the carriage. Is the railway company liable for its value ?” 
Mr. Hislop was followed by Messrs. Butcher, Law, Ellison; and 
Hardman. Mr. Rycroft replied for the negative, and was fol- 
lowed by Messrs, C. M. Smith, Hawkins, Price, and Rayner, ard 
Mr. Tolly also took part in the debate. Mr. Hislop having 
replied, the chairman summed up and the question was decided 
in favour of the negative by a majority of three votes. A 
vote of thanks to the chairman, proposed by Mr. Tolly, 
seconded by Mr. Winser, brought the mecting to a close. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
DECEMBER EXAMINATION, 1879, 

On the subjects of the lectures of the professors of the Inns 
of Court, held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall on the 18th and 19th of 
December, 1879. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded the follow- 
ing prizes to the undermentioned students :— 

Jurisprudence, Roman law, and international law.—John 
Carey Hall, of the Middle Temple, a prize of £50; Alfred 
Crooke, of the Middle Temple, a prize of £25; James 
Alexander Boyle McConnel, of Gray’s-inn, a prize of £15. 

Common law.—H. Batty, of Lincoln’s-inn, a prize of £25. 

Real and personal property law.—Eustace ‘T. Smith, of 
the Inner Temple, a prize of £50; Richard W. Giles, of the 
Middle Temple, a prize of £25; J. A. H. Lewis, of the 
Middle Temple, a prize of £15. 

The Council have also awarded to the students who 
obtained the greatest aggregate number of marks in the 
— of the iectures given by two of the professors—viz., 
a 
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Equity, and real and personal property law.—J. J. Brown, 
of the Middle Temple, a prize of £70 ; and Charles Valentine 
Hickie, of the Middle Temple, a prize of £30. 


Hiiary Examination, 1880. 


GENERAL Examination of Stupents of the Inns of Court, 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hall, on the 29th, 30th, and 3lst 
of December, 1879, and Ist, 2nd, and 3rd of January, 
1880. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to William 
Percy Pain, of the Inner Temple, and William Edward 
Johnson, of the Middle Temple, studentships in juris. 
prudence and Roman law of one hundred guineas, to con- 
tinue for a period of two years ; and to Simon John Fraser 
Macleod, of the Middle Temple, and Percy Ferdinand 
Wheeler, of Lincoln’s-inn, studentships in jurisprudence 
and Roman law, of one hundred guineas, for one year. 

The Council have also awarded to the following 
students certificates that they have satisfactorily passed 
a public examination: —Frederic Michael Abrahams, 
Charles Comber Arnold, James Kenyon Bourne, William 
Stewart Brancker, Robert Berkeley Butt, Arthur William 
Montgomery Campbell, Herbert Cavan-Irving, William 
Clifford, William Henry Cross, Charles Robert South- 
well Dimsdale, Frank Joseph Fisher, Edgar Czsar 
Foi, Robert Arthur Germaine, Francis Hugh Irvine, 
Charles Hyndman Jones, Sir Kenneth Hagar Kemp, 
James Lumb, Ralph Stavely McKerreli, Keith Maitland, 
Orlando Bridgman Martyn, George Mason, William Bunce 
Milton, Reginald Edwin Morris, Richard Nevill, Charles 
Fletcher D’Anyers Orred, Edward Robert Portal, Arthur 
Gustavus Sieveking, Robert Henville Simonds, Hans Mark 
Hamill Stewart, Archibald William Stirling, Graham 
Tahourdin, Allen Cottrell Travis, Hon. Edward Reginald 
Clement Villiers, and Alexander Dundas Ogilvy Wedder- 
burn, of the Inner Temple; Edward Bushnell Chambers, 
Alexander Colgan, Dinsha Danjidhai Davar, Jobn Edwin 
Hewick, Sayyid Nurul Huda, George Victor De K. Vern, 
Teruhiko Okamura, James Pickup, Charles Augustin 
Prideaux, Ernest William Radford, John Francis Scully, 
Syud Sharfudden, Frank Davis Thomas, Alfred Aspinall 
Tobin, George Frederick Vernon, and James Wilson, of the 
Middle Temple ; Herbert Mainwaring Baily, Andrew Rae 
Banks, Harold De Vaux Brougham, Emile Henri Cannot, 
Arthur Capel, Frederic John Church, Harry Claude 
Edmonds, Howard Douglas Leonard Galton, Oswald 
Henry Hardy, John Arthur Dakeyne Heaton, Francis 
William Henstock, Herbert Harrison Kettlewell, Louis 
Perrin, Louis Edward Raphael, James Louis Somers 
Roosmale-Cocq, Edgar Rossiter Simpson, and Arthur John 
Wright, of Lincoln’s-inn ; James Cranstoun, Hugh William 
Eleum, and Thomas Trevor White, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law;—James Edward Aldous, Henry Frederick 
Amedroz, Philip Arthur Ashworth, William Lehman 
Ashmead Bartlett, Robert John Bealey, Archibald Bence 
Bence-Jones, Robert Augustus Bennett, Herbert Francis 
Blaine, Henry Jacob Canekeratne, Edward Palmer Chap- 
man, William Francis Clerke, Walter Baker Clode, Church- 
ill William Coster, William Fielden Craies, Cecil Fane de 
Salis, Frederick Henry de Vos, Ernest Crawshaw Elgood, 
Charles Henry Evil, Henry Archibald Forman, Tetley Gant, 
Herbert Wilson Greene, William MHiddingh, Edward 
Windsor Hussey, Colin Jamieson, Robert Malcolm Napier 
Kerr, John Henry Graham Lang, John Grant Lawson, 
Arthur Brooke Lloyd, Charles Patrick Dalrymple Maclagan, 
Arthur Herbert Pearson, William Radcliffe, John Ramsey 
Reid, William Snowdon Robson, Shirley Harris Salt, 
William Philip Schreiner, Kounr Shivanath Sinha, Hugh 
Arundell Trevanion, Sayyed Waris-Ali, and Thomas 
Howard Wright, of the Inner Temple; John Brainerd 
Capper, Philip Henry Clifford, Robert W. Clifton, Alfred 
Crooke, Alexander Cumming, Charles John Assheton Duke, 
George Charles Frames, R. T, Hobart, William Mitchell, 
Charles Henry L. Neish, ‘Chomas Morgan Phillips, ‘Thomas 
William Phillips, Hume C. Pinsent, John O'Connor Power, 
Martin Luther Ronce, Rotert Koy, Daniel Ward, and 
Bernhard Ringrose Wise, of the Middle Temple ; Francis 
Anderton, Walter Mew Barnes, William Craddock Bolland, 
Abraham Crompton, Francis Gaskell, Charles Vernon Pea- 
cock Keene, Walter Norman Powys, Robert Arthur Berthon 
Preston, James McMullen Rigg, John Auchmedden Baird 


a 
Shand, George John Cayley Smith, William Frederic, 
Webster, and Edward Gordon Williams, of Lincoln’ sing . 
Arthur William A’Beckett, Frederick William Batchelor, 
John Overend Evans, and Frederick Brian De Malbisgs 
Gibbons, of Gray’s-inn, Esqs. 
By order of the Council, 
(Signed) S. H. Warrotz, Chairman, 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn, Jan, 19. 


UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
1880. 
First Lt.B. EXAMINATION. 
PASS LIST. 
First Division. 
Amedroz, Henry Frederick.—Private study. 
Anderton, Francis Ince, M.A.—Lincoln’s Inn, 
Bowen, Henry Storer, B.A.—Lincoln’s Inn. 
Chaster, Albert William.—Private study. 
Hart, Isaac John.—Private study. 
Jones, Alfred Hawkins.—Private study. 
Jones, Joseph Birdsall.—Private study. 
Morris, Reginald Barnet.—Trinity College, Cambridge, 
Norman, Arthur William.—Private study. 
Orme, Eliza.—Private study. 
Piper, John Edwin.—King’s College and private study. 
Schreiner, William Philip.—Downing College, Cambridge. 
Stable, Daniel Wintringham.—Private study. 
Watson, David Jouffroy.—Private study. 


Second Division. 
Avery, Arthur Robinson,—Private study and tuition, 
Clarke, Edmund Wearne.—Univ. Edinb. and private study 
and tuition, 
Duncan, James Archibald.—Trinity College, Cambridge. 
Evans, John Overend.—Private study. 
Fraser, Arthur.—Private tuition. 
Greig, James William, B.A.—University College. 
Gupta, Matilal.—University College. 
Gurney, Walter Gerald.— Private study. 
Lawrence, Arthur Moss,—University College. 
Ratherford, John.—Private study. 
Spence, Thomas Edward Joseph.—Private study ani 
tuition. 
Thompson, Joseph Marshall.—St. Asaph Grammar School. 
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TRADE MARKS. 


The London Gazette for the 9th inst. contains the followiag 
declaration between Great Britain and Portugal for the protec- 
tion of trade-marks, signed at London, January 6, 1880:—“The 
Government of her Majesty the Queen of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Ireland, and the Government of 
his Majesty the King of Portugal and the Algarves, withs 
view to tke reciprocal protection of trade-marks and trade- 
labels, as well as industrial designs and patterns in the two 
countries, have agreed as fcllows:—The subjects of each of 
the contracting parties shall have, in the dominions and 
possessions of the other, the same rights as belong to native 
subjects, or as are now granted, or may hereafter be granted 
to the subjects of the most favoured nation, in everything 
relating to property in trade-marks and trade-labels, as well 
as in industrial designs and patterns. It is understood that 
any person who desires to obtain the aforesaid protection 
must fulfil the formalities required by the laws of the respet- 
tive countries.” 


PROSECUTION OF OFFENCES ACT. 


In a circular respecting the above Act addressed to 
magistrates, the Home Secretary says :—*‘ It is not intend 
that the new system shall supplant, but only supplement, 
the system at present in use. In the great maj 
of cases there will be no need for the interference 
‘of the Director of Pnblic Prosecutions. Should he, 
in any case which may be brought in any way to 
notice, think that the prosecution should be taken up by 
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him on account of the Attorney-General, such case will be 

uted, under his direction, by the Treasury Solicitor or 
his local agent, or by some other person duly appointed by 
the director. The Director of Public Prosecutions will 
also entertain applications, in prosecutions of importance 
or difficulty, for authority to incur special costs for the 
purposes of — the preparation of scientific’ evidence, the 
remuneration of scientific witnesses, the payment of extra 
fees to counsel, the preparation of plans or models, and 
in respect of any special matters in such cases 
as the Attorney-General may sanction, And _ so 
much of such special costs authorized by the director as 
shall not be allowed on taxation in court, and paid by the 
authority that defrays the ordinary costs of prosecutions, 
will be paid by the Solicitor of Her Majesty’s Treasury after 
they have been subjected to examination by him and found 
to be reasonable and proper. As one great object of the Act 
isto prevent the possibility of a prosecution being com- 
pounded by means of improper collusion or otherwise, when- 
ever such possibility appears to the magistrate or to the 
police to be the case, they are requested at once to com- 
municate with the Director of Public Prosecutions.” It is 
notified that until an office is provided for the use of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions letters addressed to him at 
tie Home Office, Whitehall, will be forwarded to him. 








Creditors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Apams, GEonGiaANA CATHERINE, Cheltenham, Jan 31. Baker and Co, 
Lincoln’s-inr-fields 

Bareman, WILLIAM, Bromley, Kent, Plumber. Jan 31. Stocken and 
Jupp, Lime st sq 

Buanett, RicHarD, West Hartlepool, Durham, Town Surveyor. Feb 14. 
Brunton, West Hart!epo.l 

Cross, THomas, Ruddington Hall, Nottingham, Esq. March }. 
Broadbent and Co, Bolton-le-Moors 

Covcu, Eiza, {Shiriey, nr Birmingham, Feb 24. Burton and 
Willoughby, Daventry 

Crovucu, HENRY, Strand, Outfitter, Feb 28. Freeman, Gutter lane, 
Cheapside 

Hivz, Tuonas Sansum, St. Leonards-on-Sea, Clerk to the Commis- 
sioners of Taxes. Jan 20. N-ve, St. Leonards-on-Sea 

Huppieston, Tuomas, Etton, York, Yeoman. Feb 1. Shepherd and 
Co, Beverley 

Jamgs, Joun, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Draper. Jan 24. Lew.s 
and Jones, Merthyr Tydfi! 

Lawton, James, Mumps, Lancaster, Cotton Dealer. Feb 25, Redfern 
and Son, Oldham 

Matson, Coaries, Mountnessing, Essex, Commission Agent. Feb 20, 
Gepp and Sons, Chelmsford 

+e Mary, Liverpool. Fed 2. Whitley and Maddock, Liver- 
poo. 

Parmore, James, Bishop’s Stortford, out of business. Jan 31. Taylor, 
Bishop’s Stortford 

Rawson, Henay, Prestwich, Lancaster, Sharebroker. March 1, Sale 
and Co, Manchester 

Roacu, Sarau Daiver, Kingston-upon-Hull, April 1. Middlemiss 
and Pearce, Hull 

SHarnxow, Ricnarp, Upper Dorset st, Bryanston sq, Harness Maker. 
March 25. Comins, Gt Pordand st, St. Marylebone 

Wuirren, Tuomas, Addiscombe, Surrey, Esq, Feb 13. Philbrick, 
Girdler’a Hall, Basinghall st 

Wintaror, Wituiam, Gt Western Hotel, Paddington, Esq. Jan 31. 
Freeman and Winthrop, Bedford row 

{ Gazette, Dec 30.] 


oo Grorcr, Stamford, Lincoln, Gent. March 1, Atter, Stam- 

or 

Bigett, Witt1am, Hewrigg, Cumberland, Gent. March 8. Booth, 
Manchester 

Bupp, Benzamin Joun, Fordingbridge, Hants, Gent. Feb 2. Wilson and 
Co, Sulisbaury 

Canny, Winviam Gitzrrt, sen., Butcher, Wantage. Feb9. Stone 
and Co, Bath 

Chark, Joun Coxttins, Great Marlow, Buckingham, Tailor, Jan 31. 
Cordwell, Moorgate st 

Co.zman, Lavinia Louisa Laura, Portland terrace, Upper Clapton. 
Jan 31. Johnsons and Co, Austin Friars 

Couterux, Mary, Higher Walton, Lancaster, Jan 31, Houghton and 
Myres, Preston 

Drakiy, Jonn Bickgrroy, Tettenhall Wood, Stafford, Esq. Feb 1. 
Deakin, Monmouth 

Duccan, Rev. Maurice, Liverpool, Clerk. Feb20. Hore and Co, 
Liverpool 

Fisner, Joun, Knottingley, York, Butcher. Feb 2. Foster and Raper, 
Pontefract 

Gansrin, Norman, St. George’s-villas, Compton rd, Esq. Jan 31. 
Anning, a 

is, Joun Wynpuam, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Gent. Feb 14. 
and Co, Lincoin’s,inn-fieids 
Mupnaton, Epwaap, bray, Berks. Feb 14. Ward, Maiden- 





Hensert, Cuartes, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Lieutenant-General in 
H.M.’s Army. ©.B. Jan 25. Fladgate and Co, Strand 

HotpswortH, Mary Seymour, Cornwall rd, Bayswater. Feb 14, 
Nisbet and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Kay, Samui, Spotiand, Lancaster, Farmer. Feb 9. Ramwell and Co, 
Bolton 

McKenziz, Pose Exizasera, Pembary rd, Lower Clapton. Jan 31, 
Nelson, Lawrence Pauntney lane 

Mirtett, Evizapeta, New Romney, Kent, Bookseller, March 1. 
Bannon, New Romney 

Norman, Taomas, Mssex rd, Islington, Pork Pie Manufacturer. Feb 10, 
Saxton and Son, Queen Victoria st 

Parks, Epwarpb, Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, Licensed Victaaller. 
Feb 3, Mandale, Mitre-ct, Fleet st 

Sampson, Georce, Torquay, Devon, Esq. Jan 31. Nelson, Lawreace 
Pountney lane 

Sottoway, CHaRtEs, Churcham, Gloucester, Gent. Jan 16. Smith, 
Cheltenham 

SoLomon, Leon, Hogarthrd, South Kensington, Gent. Feb 14, Spyer 
and Son, Old Broad st 

StruTrrs, Dorcas, Hadleigh, Suff.lk. March 1. Grimwade, Had- 
leigh 

TuHIsLETON, HuG4, Preston, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Jan3!. Thompson 
and Craven, Preston 

THompson, Jonn, Audley, Lancashire, Retired Innkeeper. Jan 31. 
Clegg, Oldham 

THorNnton, WixtiaM, Baildon, York, Stonemason. Jan 13. Morgan 
and Morgan, Shipley 

Usnerwoop, Toomas, Ramsgate, Kent, out of business. March 1. Cow- 
dell and Co, Budge row, Cunnon st 

Vavasour, Rev. MaaMaDvUKE, Clifton, Gloucester, Clerk, March 1. 
Smith and Mammatt, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Water, George Wairaker, Holland rd, Kensington, a Surgeon 
Major in B.M.’s Madras Army. March 1, Nicholson, E'gware rd 

| Gazette, Jan. 2.] 


Batry, Tuomas James, Sedbergh, York, Esq. Feb1l. Pearson and 
Pearson, Kirkby Lonsdale 

CLARIDGE, GeorGe, Harp lane, Wine Merchant. March 1. Cunliffe 
and C:, Chancerg¢ lane 

Ciagke, Henry, Great Yarmouth, Gent. Feb14. Clowes and Son, 
Great Yarmouth 

Evans, Jonn, Norbriggs, Derby, Engine Tenter. Feb 1. Biack 
Chesterfield 

Fretcuer, WILLIAM, Colchester, Innkeeper. Fed 16.. Turner and Co, 
Colehester 

GrauaM, THomas, Bladen Lodge, Old Brompton, Solicitor, March 1. 
Graham and Sons, Abingdon 

GrirFitH, WINIFRED, Bangor, Carnarvon. Feb1l. Hughes, Bangor 

Griees, W1LuIAM, Fariogdon, Berks, Schoolmaster. Feb 29. Lea, 
Furnival’s-inn, Holborn 

HAwraorn, WILLIAM, Newcastle upon Tyne, Civil Engineer. March 31, 
Ingledew and vaggett, Newcastie upoa Tyne 

— Harriett, Mare st, Hackney. March 1. Gardner, Leaden- 

all st 

Irwin, oie ANN Jane, Bath. March 1. Valpy and Co, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields 

Jones, STEPHEN, Wrexham, Brewer. Jan3l. James, Wrexham 

M.ckreto, WILLIAM MILLER, Clifton, Bristol, Accountant. Jan 31. 
Perham, Bristol 

Mi us, Ametta, Toxteth Park, Liverpooi. Feb 22. Mullings aud Co, 
Cirenc: ster 

Moatr, Henry Francis, Plymouth, Retired Commander. Feb 28. 
Pearse, Plymouth 

Parker, Rosen t Towntry, Cuerden Hall, Lancaster, Esq. Jan 3}. 
Walkor and Ladyman, Preston 

Parrerson, Joun, Great Bolton, Lancaster, Gent. Feb5. Wocdcock 
and Son, Haslingden : 

Porter, ArcHIBALD GrtcuRist, Lavender hill, Surrey, Esq. Febl. 
Simpson and Palmer, ‘l'hree Crown sq, Southwark 

Paipeavx, Henry, P:ymouth, Solicitor. March 6, Wilson, Plymouth 

SPENCER, THomas, Wrotham, Kent, Farmer. March 25. Holecroft and 
Machell, sevenoaks 

a Leeds, Oil Miller. Feb 20. Horsfall and Latimer, 
Leeds 

Watson, Rev. Joun, Nottingham, Wesieyan Minister. Feb 14. 
Everail and Turner, Nottingham 

Wricut, Mary, Piasissa, Denbigh. March 3. Richards and Sons, 


Llangollen 
(Gazette, Jan. 6,] 
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In the course of a discussion at the Birmingham County 
Court on the 8th inst., says the Birmingham Daily Gazette, 
some strong strictures were passed by his Honour on the con- 
duct of solicitors towards their clients. He hoped it would 
not be long before an action would be brought against some 
solicitor for not attending to his dutics. What was the 
negligence? They had had an example of it that day. 
Solicitors took cases, and not being able to be present in 
court to attend to those cases they sent a clerk, who could 
not make any statement, and who accordingly instructed 
counsel, who knew nothing about the proceedings, to make 
this statement. Having undertaken certain work solicitors 
expected to get paid for it, and should attend to it. He saw 
constantly in the court papers being handed to solicitors by 
clerks, and they were asked to speak on matters of which 
they had had no previous knowledge. The solicitors of 
course made the best they could of the cases, but this was 
not the way in which clients’ business ought to be performed. 
— The matter then dropped. 
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Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF MAsTER OFTHE V.C. Matis. 


Date. APPEAL. Rotts. 


Monday ..Jan. 19Mr, PembertonMr. Koe 
Tuesday ...... 20 Ward Clowes 
Wednesday.... 21 Pemberton Koe 
Thursday .... 22 Ward Clowes 
Friday........ 23 | Pemberton Koe 
Saturday...... 24 Ward Clowes 


y.C. Bacon. V.C, Hatt, 


Monday .,Jan. 19Mr.Cobby Mr. Teesdale 
Tuesday ...... 20 Jackson Farrer 
Wednesday.... 21 Cobby Teesdale 
Thursday .... 22 Jackson Farrer 
Friday.,,..... 23 Cobby Teesdale 
Saturday...... 24 Jackson Farrer 


Mr. Merivale 
King 
Merivale 
King 
Merivale 
King 

Mr. Justice 


Fry. 

Mr. Leach 
Latham 

Leach 
Latham 

Leach 
Latham 


COURT OF APPEAL. 

List oF APPEALS FOR HILARY Sirtines, 1880. 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
1878. 

For Judgment. 

In re Hallett, decd, Knatchbull v Hallett, Cotterell v Hallett 


In ms = Wyatt's Trusts app of J P Wyatt & anr MR 
Lawrie v Lees app of deft VC H—Aug 2 

Jewitt v McHenry app of deft M R—Aug 4 

In re _— decd, Gordon v Jennings app of plt MR. 


Aug 
In re Middlesborough Assembly Rooms Co, limd app of the ( 
vec ug 7 


Dollman v Jones app of plts Fry, J—Aug 14 

Dicks v Brooks app of plts V C B—Aug 19 

In re H C Green, decd, Green v Green app of deft Elle 
Simpson VC M—Aug 19 

In re Emily Agnes Miller & ors, infants, by Lady Miller, their 
next friend app of Lady Miller Fry, J—Aug 19 

Fellows v Hanbury Hanbury v Fellows app of deft Hanbury 
V C B—Aug 20 

In re Wheal Unity Wood Mining Co, md, & Co’s Acts app of 
Chynoweth from Vice-Warden of the Stannaries—Sept 2 

Inre Wm Fletcher, decd, Simpson v Fletcher app of defis 
from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster Oct 16 


New Appeals. 


Ashworth v Munn app of Missionary Society & ors VC M~ 
Oct 31 

Pugh v Golden Valley Ry Co app ofdefts Fry, J—Novl 

In re Riddell, decd, Leigh v Patten app of J Shaw & ors 
V C H—Nov7 

In re Young, decd, Young v Dollman app of deft A W Doll. 
man VC H—Nov8 

In re Tootal’s Estate, Hankin v Kilburn appof MC Kilbum 
V C B—Nov 21 

Kinloch v Secretary of State for India app of deft VC H- 
Nov 21 


Barrett v Beal app of C H Collette V C H—Nov 24 

Tolson v The No 4 Railway Hotel Benefit Building Society 
app of plt VC B—Nov 29 

In re Thompson, decd, Herring v Barrow appof plts VCH 
—Dec 6 

Massam v J W Thorley’s Cattle Food Co app of plts VCM 
—Dec9 J W Thorley & Co v Maseam app of defts VCM 


app of plt in Ist actn from Fry, J (cav Dec 17j—byMR 
& Baggallay & Thesiger, LJJ) 
For Hearing. 

Samuel y Samuel app of plt M R—June7 
Robbins v Vestry of St Marylebone app of plt VC H—June 

20—(S O for security) 
Brown v Henty App of defts VC H—Aug 3 —Dec 10 : re 
In re Parkinson, deceased Parkinson v Parkinson app of plts | In re Stephens, decd, Harris v Dalton app of defts VC B- 

M K—Feb 20 (S O for security) Dee 13 2 
Orr Ewing & Cov Johnston & Co app of defis Fry J— } Swansea Improvements and Tramway Co v The County Roads 

April 24 Board for Glamorganshire app of plts Fry, J—Dec 15 
Jordan v Young app of deft R Hone VC B—April 29 (S Atiantic Mutual Insurance Company v Huth app of defts (Ex 

O for security) parte Ivaneich and anr) M R—Dec 16 
Whiteley v Pearce app of deft VC B—May1 In re The Wigan Rolling Mills Co, limd and Co’s Acts appof 
Millsv Jennings app of plts VC B—May 1 Smethurst’s executors from V C of County Palatine of Lan- 
Tamplin v James app of deft from LJ Baggallay for VC M | _ caster—Dec 29 ; 

—May 1 Nicholson v Vestry of Mile End Old Town app ot defts 
Evans v Ball app of deft VC B—May 3 VC M—Dec 31 
In re The Trade Marks Act—Ex parte Rotherham app of Re- 1880. 

gistrar of Trade Marks VC B—May 3 Harris v Morris app of plt from V C of County Palatine of 
Clarke v London and South-Western Bank, lind app of defts Lancaster—Jan 2 

M R—May 5 
~s we decd, Forster v Forster app of deft VC H— 


ay 

Von Heyden v Neustadt app of defts VC B—May 12 

In re Metropolitan District Ry Co (V & P Act, 1874) app of 
Metropolitan Railway Co Fry, J—May 12 

Brown v Sewell app of deits V C B—May 21 

Kelly v Byles app of plt VC B—May 22 

Symonds v Jinks app of plt M R—May 23 

In re Campbell, decd, Tagore v Greaves app of Strettal from 
order on fur con VC H—May 24 

Levy v Lovell app of Lord VC B—May 29 

In re Worthington & Co, Ex parte Bass (Trade Marks Act) 
app of Worthington M R—May 30 

In re Alven, decd Burrowes v Loveband app of Richards and 
Wife V C H—June 2 

Jones v Clifford app of deft VC H—June 13 

Griffiths v Parry app of plt M R—June 17 

In re may 3 Baking Powder Co app of the Co VC B—June 22 

London & County Banking Co v Ratcliffe app of deft VC B 
June 23 

Hartridge v Hartridge app of plt VC B—June 27 

Boyes v Cook appl of deft VC M—July 2 

Attorney-Gen v Tomline app of deft Fry, J—July 11 

In re Ambrose Lake Tin & Copper Mining Co, limd, and Co’s 
Acts app of Joshua Moss from Vice-Warden of Stan- 
naries—July 17 

Schroder v Robson app of deft VC B—July 22 

In re The Ambrose Lake Tin & Copper Mining Co, limd, and 
Co’s Acts app of Joseph Taylor from Vice-Warden of 
Stannaries—July 24 

Sykes v Howarth app ofdeft Fry, J—July 25 

oat 4 Manufacturing Cov Loog app of deft VCB 
—July 

The Saffron Walden Second Benefit Building Society v Rayner Zeuland Mortgage Co, limd app of plts VC M—Dec 
app of defts Hardy and avr V C B—July 30 In re Williams, decd, Williams vy Lloyd app of plt M R— 

Walters vSmith app of plt MR—Avog1 Dec 8 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the 
Chancery Division. 


id. 

In re The North Yorkshire Iron Co app of liquidator VCH 
—Aug 8 (part heard Dec 10 by Master of Rolls and Lords 
Justices James and Brett) 

Wake v Henley appof deft M R—May 16 Wake v Henley 
app of plt M R—May 20 (order to be produced) 

In re Bright’s Trusts app of W J Peirce VC H—Aug6 

In re The Esparto Trading Co, 1d App of Arthur Finch and 
apr V C H—Aug 8 (not before Jan 20) 

In re The Regent United Service Stores app of liquidator 
Fry, J—Aug 13 (not before Jan 17) 

Wilson v De Coulon app of plt Fry, J—Aug 13 (order to be 


produced) 

In re J D Lloyd, decd, Dewdney v Massy app of plt from re 
fusal of Stephen, J,for V C M—Sept 8 (ordered to be 
produced) 

In re Wm Jackson, decd, Isherwood v Jackson app of plt from 
V C of County Palatine of Lancaster—Oct 23 

Anderson v Pickmere app of plt from Bowen, J, for V C H- 
Oct 27 

Esdaile v Kisser app of deft Ilderton V C H—Oct 28 

In re The St. Just Amalgamated Mining Co, limd «pp 
liquidator from Vice-Warden of the Stannaries—Oct 25 

se Steel, decd, Green v King app of deft King VC B- 

ct 29 

In re Association of Land Finanaiers, limd app of liquidator 
from Fry, J, for VC M—Nov 15 

In re Blyth app of Mary K Blyth VC H—Nov 19 

Dicks v Brooks app of plt VC B—Dec 3 

Pearce v Brooks app of deft M R—Dec 6 

Australian Mortgage Land and Finance Co v Australian, New 
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tv Purssell app of plt V C B—Dec 10 
Smith v Day app of deft V C H—Dec 12 
Girvinv Grepe app of deft Grepe M R—Dec 16 
Tozer v Britton app of EC Britton V C B—Dec 17 
Nuthall v Vining “pp of plt VC B—Dec 17 
Inre Emmet, decd, Emmet vy Emmet app of deft Charles A 
Enomet V C H—Dec 18 
Attorney-General vTomline app of deft Fry, J—Dec 23 
Butler v Cubitt Lawson v Butler app of HJ Fraser V CH 


—Dec 23 

Inre Hawkins, decd, Hawkins v Hawkins app of deft V C M 
—Dec 23 

Inre Smith, decd, Atkinson v Lee app of deft V C B—Dec 23 

Conybeare v Lewis app of plt V C M—Dec 24 

Inre Alexandra Palace Co, limd, and Co’s Acts app of J R 
Corbett V CM—Dec 29 

In re Sir John Moore Gold Mining Co, limd, and Co’s Acts app 
of Thos Dicker V C B—Dec 30 

1880. 

Inre The Railway and General Light Improvement Co, limd 
(ex parte Marzetti) app of C T Marzetti_M R—Janl 

Sheffield Banking Co v C Black Sheffield Banking Co v W S 
Black app of defts VC H—Jan 3 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH, COMMON PLEAS, AND 
EXCHEQUER DIVISIONS. 
For Judgment. 

Lowrey, Trustees, &c v Barker (Exch) app of defts from 
judgt of L J Brett at trial (c av Dec 8—present L C J of 
England and Lords Justices Bramwell, Cotton and Thesiger) 

Lewis v Leonard & Son (Exch) app of plt from Mr Justice 
Grove at trial (ca v Nov 17—present Lord Coleridge and 
Lords Justices Bramwell and Brett) 

The Queen v The Swindon New Town Local Board (QB, Crown 
Side) appl of defts from order of LC J of England and Mr 
Justice Mellor, affirming order of sessions (c a v Dec 6—pre- 
eent Lord Coleridge and Lords Justices Brett and Cotton) 

Scaramanga & Co v Stamp & aur (C P) app of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Lindley after trial (c a v Dec 16—present L CJ 
of England and Lords Justices Bramwell, Brett and Cotton) 

The Tunbridge Wells Local Board v Ackroyd (Exch) app of 
deft from judgt of Lord Chief Baron and Baron Huddleston on 
app from county court (c a v Dec 20—present Lords Justices 
Bramwell, Cotton and Thesiger) 

For Hearing. 
1876. 

Mayor, &c, of London v London Joint Stock Pank (CP) app 
of deft from Lord Coleridge Grant & anr v The Banque 
Franco Egyptienne & anr (CP) app of the Banque from 
judgt on demrs 


1879. 

Moscrop v Newbold & ors (Exch) app of defts Grime & anr from 
judgt of L J Thesiger at trial—Feb 25 Moscrop v Newbold 
& ors (Exch) app of deft Newbold from judgt of LJ Thesiger 
at trial—Feb 25 (S O till after decision in Exch) 

Foulkes v The Metropolitan District Ry Co (CP) appl of defts 
sen or trial rule discharged by Justices Grove and Lopes— 
Apri 

The Queen vy Rev A Wilson and ors (Q B, Crown Side) app of 
prosecutor from order of LC J of England and Mr Justice 
Mellor discharging rule for mandamus—April 17 (pt hd Dec 
Goes Lord Coleridge and Lords Justices Brett and 

otton 

Rushton v Smith Rushton v § nith (consolidated) (Q B) app 
of deft from judgt of L J Thesiger after jury trial—April 21 
Ae till after decision in Q B Division upon rule for new 


Tinsley v The Star Life Assurance Society (Q B) app of deft 

5 ire judgt of L J Cotton after common jury trial in Suffulk 
~April 22 

Yorkshire Banking Company v Beatson & anr (C P) app of 
plts from Justices Denman and Lopes directing verdict for 
plts to be set aside—May 5 

The Leeds and County Bank, limd v Beatson & anr (C P) app 
of pits from Justices Denman and Lopes directing verdict 
for plt to be set aside—May 5 

The Pharmaceutical Society vy The London & Provincial Supply 
Association, limd (Q B, Crown Side) app of defts from L C J 
of England and Mr Justice Lopes on app from inferior court 


—May 8 
Collins 'v The Vestry of Paddington (Q B) app of plt from 
order of LC J of England and Mr Justice Mellor on special 
casa—May 12 
Attwood & ors v Sellar & Co (QB) app of defts from order of 
“ a England and Mr Justice Manisty on special case— 
y 


Wagstaff and ors v Anderson and ors (C P) app of pits from 
Jadgt of Mr Justice Denman after trial—June 3 
tv Clarkson (Exch) app of deft from judgt of Lord 
Baron at trial—June 3 





Proprietors of the Regent’s Canal v Archer, Clerk (Q B) app 
of deft in person from judgt of L CJ of England & Mr 
Justice Lopes on special case—June 5 

J W Yewens, Surveyor of Taxes, Applt v C Noakes, Respt 
(Exch Revenue Side) app of J W Yewens from judgt of 
L C Baron & Baron Pollock on case stated under 37 & 38 
Vict. c. 16—June 6 

Chamberlaine v Barnwell (C P) app of plt from order of 
Lord Coleridge and Denman and Lindley, JJ, for new trial— 
June 7 (set down in general list by order) 

Prison Commissioners v The Mayor, &c, of Borough of Liver- 
pool (QB) app of pits from judgtof LC J of England and 
Mr Justice Mellor on special case—June 9 

Henry v The Queen (QB) app of Suppliant from judgt of 
LC J of England and Mr. Justice Lopes on demr to petn of 
right—June 9 

Goodwin v Hall (Exch) app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Stephen at trial—June 16 

In re The Birmingham Corporation Gas Act, 1875, and The 
West Bromwich Improvement Gas Act, 1876 (QB) app of 
Mayor, &c of Birmingham from order of LC J of England 
and Mr. Justice Mellor discharging rule nisi—June 17 

Dixon v The Sea Insurance Co, limd (C P) app of pit from 
judgt of Mr Justice Lindley after trial—June 18 

Burns v Nowell (Q B) app of plt from new trial rule dis- 
charged by L C J of England and Mr Justice Lush—June 23 

Leycester & Price v Grazebrook Leycester & Mills v Graze- 
brook (Q B) appof deftfrom L C J of England and Justices 
Lush and Manisty discharging rule to sead back to arbitrator 
—June 28 

Mills & Gardner v Grazebrook (Q B) app of deft from order of 
L CJ of England and Justices Lush and Manisty discharging 
rule to send back to arbitrator—June 28 

Self v London, Brighton, & South Coast Ry Co (Exch) app of 
pit from judgt of L C Baron at trial—June 30 

J F Seymour v O D Coulson & John Prior—Johr Wharton, 
Felix Prior, & James Prior, Claimants—(Q B Crown Side) 
app of claimants from L C J of England and Mr Justice 
Mellor on app from County Court—July 1 

Hahn v Smart (QB) appof plt from LC J of England & Mr 
Justice Field dischg n trial rule—July 1 

Heindrich v Behrens (C P) app of deft from new trial rule 
discharged by Lord Coleridge and Justices Grove ani Lopes 
—July 2 (S O till March 27) 


Regulation of Railways Act, 1873. 


In the Matter of an application of the Proprietors of the 
Warwick & Birmingham Canal Navigation v The Proprietors 
of the Birmingham Canal Navigation & ors (Exch) app of 
applicants from the judgt of LC J of England, Baron Pollock 
and Sir Henry Hawkins reversing judgt of Railway Com- 
missioners—July 2 In the Matter of the same Application v 
The same Respondents (Exch) app of the Railway Commis- 
sioners from the same judgt—July 2 

In the Matter of an Application of the Proprietors of the War- 
wick & Birmingham Canal Navigation & Warwick & 
Napton Canal Navigation v The Proprietors of the 
Birmingham Canal Navigation and Stourbridge Canal Navi- 
gation & ors (Exch) app ‘of Applicants from the judgt 
of LC J of England, Baron Pollock and Sir Henry Hawkins 
reversing judgt of Railway Commissioners—July 2 In the 
Matter of the same Application v The same Respondents 
(Exch) app of the Railway Commissioners from the same 
judgt—Jaly 2 





The Great Western Iron Co limd v Constance (Q B). app of 
pit from LC J of England and Mr Justice Lush discharging 
order to set aside award—July 3 

Goodwin v Parton & Page (Q B) app of deft Parton from 
judgt of Mr Justice Lush after trial—July 4 

Southwell & anr v Scotter (Exch) app of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Stephen at trial—July 5 

Cook v Manly—Vernon, Claimant—(C P) app of Claimant 
from judgt of Lord Coleridge after trial without a jury—July 8 

Percival Smith & Co v Lawes Caemical Manure Co, Imd (Exch) 
app of plt from judgt of LC Baron and Sir H Hawkins on 
special case—July 10 

Smith v White (C P) app of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Lopes after trial without oer ll 

Walker v Maskell (Q B) app of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Denman at trial, without a jury—July 12 

Thomas & anr v The Proprietors of the Birmingham Canal 
Navigation (Q B) app of plt from L C J of England and 
Justices Lush and Manisty—July 12 

The Queen v Sir Charles Reed (Q B Crown Side) app of H L 
Roberts from order of L C J of England & Justices Lush and 
Manisty, quashing auditors’ disallowance—July 15 

Wiggin & Co v Duncan (Exch) app of plts from judgment of 
Baron Pollock on special case—July 15 

Rowlands v Jones (Exch) app of plt from judgmeat of Baron 
Pollock at trial—July 15 
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Steggall v Bennett (C P) app of plt from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Lindley after trial (jury discharged)—July 16 

Lond & Hanseatic Bk, limd v Banque Franco-Egyptienne (C P) 
app of defts from judgt of Justices Grove and Lopes, on special 
case—July 23 

Fox v Pretty first action Fox v Pretty second action (C P) 
app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes, afcer trial without 
a jury—July 23 

Hoare v Lewis (Exch) app of plt from judgt of Baron Hud- 
dleston at trial—July 28 

Powell & anrv Fall (QB) app of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Mellor at trial—July 30 

James Mellor, applt vy Thomas Denham, respt (QB Crown 
side) app of James Mellor from order of Mellor and Lush 
JJ on appl from magistrate—July 30 

Wills v Harris (CP) app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Denman after trial without a jury—July 31 

Letchford v Oldham (QB) app of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Field after special jury trial—Aug 1 

Anderson and anr v Oppenheimer (Q B) app of pits from 
jadgt of Mr. Justice Field after special jury trial—Aug 2 

Petition of right—Manchester South Junction & Altrincham 
Ry Cov The Queen (Q B) app of Sappliants from judgt 
of LC J of England and Lush and Manisty, JJ, on special 
case—Aug 4 

Mayor, &e, of Carlisle v London and North-Western Ry Co 
(Ex) app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial—Aug 
6 


In re C J Cooke, Gent, one, & (CP) app of Mr Cooke from 
judgment of Groves and Lopes, JJ —Aug 9 

The Queen v John Mews and Josiah Oastler, Esqrs, Justices for 
County of Surrey (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from Mr 
Justice Denman and Baron Pollock—Aug 12 

West v Cheque Bank (CP) app of plt from judgt of Lord 
Coleridge at trial—Aug 12 

Treharne v Traherne (CP) app of plt from judgt of Lord 
Coleridge after trial--Aug 21 

Cheshire Lines Committee v Lewis and Co (QB) app of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lush at trial—Aug 22 

Barber v Gregson (Exch) app of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Stephen at trial—Aug 25 

Babcoek & Co v Lawson &anr (QB) app of plts from judgt 
of LC 3 of England and Mr. Justice Mellor on special case 
—Aug 28 

Duke of Norfolk v Arbuthnot (C P) app of deft from judgt of 
Lord Coleridge after trial—Aug 28 


New Appeals. 
Searle v Oliver (Exch) app of plt from judgment of Baron 
Pollock at trial—Oct 25 
Harris v Petherick—H G Harris claimant—Q B app of claim- 
ant from Mr Justice Field and Baron Pollock—Nov 3 
Dixon v Hope CP app of plaintiff from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Lindley after trial—Nov 6 Dixonv Hope CP app of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lindley after trial—Nov 6 
Wade v Robinson & ors (C P) appof defts from judgt of 
Lord Justice Bramwell at trial—Nov 6 
Bruton v The London Steam Boat Company (C P) app of 
plt from judgt of Lord Coleridge after trial—Nov 6 
Ashby & Co v Godbold & ors (Exch) app of defts Webster 
and Graham from rule nisi discharged by L C Baron and Sir 
H Hawkins—Dec 3 
Brain & anr v Thomas & ors (Exch) app of deft from judgt of 
L C Baron and baron Pollock on special case—Dec 3 
Potter v Cotton & ors (Exch) app of pit from judgt of Baron 
Huddleston at trial—Dec 3 
Tulloh v Bowerman (CP) app of deft from new trial rule 
discharged by Justices Grove and Lindley—Daec 5 
Davies v Goodman (CP) app of deft from Lord Coleridge 
and Mr Justice Lindley on app from county court—Dec 8 
Henning & anr v Becker (CP) app of plts from judet of Mr 
Justice Lindley after trial—Dec 9 
Long v Millar (Exch) app of plt from judgt of Sir H flaw- 
kins at trial—Dec 9 
Hawkesley v Bradsbaw &anr (QB) appof defts from LC J 
of England and Mr Justice Manisty—Dec 10 
Bailey & anr v Ford & ora, trading, &¢ (CP) app of Mid- 
land Ry Co from judgt of LJ Thesiger after trial—Dec 11 
Bailey and aurv Ford & ors, trading, & (C P) app of 
_ Ford & Co from judgt of L J Thesiger after trial—Dec 
1 
Bailey & ors v Midland Ry Co (C P) app of defts from judgt 
of L J Thesiger after trial—Dec 11 
Lord Aveland v Lucas (CP) app of Lord Aveland from 
eo Justices Grove and Lopes on app from county court 
ec 
Darrell vy Tibbitts (QB) app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lush at trial—Dec 12 
Bowen v Cory & Son (Exch) app of plt from rule nisi dis- 
charged by Barons Pollock and Huddleston—Dec 13 
Radermacher v Little (Exch) app of defts from judgt of 
Baron Pollock after trial—Dec 13 





=—_—_= 

Mitchell v Homfray (Exch) app of plts from rule nig 
charged by L, C Baron and Mr Justice Stephen—Dec 1¢ 

Debenham & aor v Mellor (QB) app of plaintiffs trom judgt 
of Mr Justice Bowen at trial—Dec 19 

The West India and Panama Telegraph Co, limd v The Home 
and Colonial Marine Insurance Co, limd (CP) app of dy; 
from judgt of L J Baggallay after trial—Dec 29 

Young v Smith (QB) appof plt from judgt of Mr Justic 
Field at trial—Deo 31 

Parsons v Evans (Exch) app of plt from Baron Pollock y 

trial—Dec 31 

1880. 

Ashdown, Trustee, &c v Inga mells (Exch) app of plaintig 

from judgt of Baron Huddleston at trial—Jan 5 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Commm 
Law Divisions. 


1879. 

De Oleaga & Co v West Camberland Iron & Steel Co, lim 
(Q B) agp of plts from LC J of England and Justices Lush 
and Manisty—July 12 (S O for security) 

Bouffler v Levy (Exch) argument of rule nisi for new trig) 
—Nov 10 (S O till rule in divisional court disposed of) 

Edenborough v Adam (QB) app of deft from LC J of Eng. 
land and Mr Justice Manisty—Dec 6 (S O till February by 
order) . 

Webb v East, Bart (Exch) app of deft from order of L¢ 
Baron and Mr Justice Stephen for production—Dec 15 

H M Attorney-Gen v The Metropolitan District Ry Co & aw 
(Exch, Revenue side) app of defts—Dec 20 

McCulloch v Puleston (C P) app of deft from refusal of 
Justices Groves and Lopes to transfer to Chancery Division~ 
Dec 23 

Young, Ehlers, & Cov Oats (CP) app of deft from order 
of Justices Grove and Lopes allowing demr to statement of de. 
fence—Dec 24 

In the Norfolk County Court—Brown & Son v The Russian 
ship “ Alina’? & anr (Exch) app of plts from L C Bann 
and Mr Justice Stephen dismissing app from order of Stephen, 
J, granting prohibition—Dec 24 

Berdan v Greenwood (Exch) app of defts from LC Baron 
and Baron Pollock dismissing app from Stephen, J., granting 
commission—Dec 29 

Sullivan v Mitcalfe & ors (CP) app or deft Peele from ord 
of Mr Justice Grove overruling demr Sullivan v Mitcalfeé 
ors (CP) appofdeft J N Brown from order of Mr. Jus 
tice Grove overruling demr—Dec 31 

80. 

May v Head & ors (C P) app of plt from refusal of Justics 
Grove and Lopes to enlarge time for setting aside judgt- 
Janl 

Brewster v Durrand (Exch) app of deft from order of LC 
Baron and Mr Justice Stephen for new trial—Jan 1 

Myers v Defries & ors (Exch) app of plt from order of Barons 
Pollock and Huddleston dismissing application to review 
taxation—Jan 1 

Palmer v Fitzwygram, Bart (Exch) app of deft from argu- 
ment before L C Baron and Mr Justice Stephen for new trial 
—court divided—Jan 2 

Saxby and anr v Gloucester Wagon Co, limd (Exch) app of 
plts from order of Sir H Hawkins made at trial to refer action 

—Jan 3 

Hinchcliffe vy Barwick (Exch) app of plt from order of Baron 
Pollock allowing demr—Jan 3 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 
Admiralty, 

Ship Parlement Belge—Owners of the Daring v Owners of 
the Parlement Belge appl of HM Attorney-Gen on behalf 
of Her Majesty from Sir R J Phillimore (¢ a v Dec 20—pre- 
sent Lords Justices James, Baggallay and Brett) 

For Hearing. 
1879. 

Ship Helvetia—The Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty ¥ 
Owners of the Helvetia and Freight app of defts from Sit 
R J Phillimora (with Nautical Assessors)--May 2 f 

Ship Ganges—Hagerty and ors v Owners of the Steam Ship 
Ganges app of pits from Sir R J Phillimore—May 17 

Ship Constantine—Owners of the Alice v Owners of the Con- 
stantine app of J W Wallace, intervener, from Sir R J 
Phillimore—June 16 a 

Probate. 

In re the Goods of Henry Taylor, decd Taylor & Hodgson ¥ 
Taylor app of plts from order of Sir R J Phillimore dit 
charging rule nisi for new trial—July 7 


Admiralty. 
Ship Ben Ledi—Owners of the Leader & ors v Owners of the 





Ben Ledi app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore—July 2 
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Ship Somorrostro—Laing v Wilson & Co app of defts from 
gir R J Phillimore (with nautical assessors)—Aug 8 
—Richardson & Co and ors v Owners of the 
xi app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore (with nautical 
assessors) —Aug 11 
Somorrostro—Laing v Wilson & Co app of plt from Sir 
BJ Phillimore (with nautical assessors) —Aug 22 
Ship Erasmus Wilson—Staines v Owners of the Erasmus Wilson 
of defts from Sir R J Phillimore (with nautical assessors) 
t 


19 
Shi Chty of Manchester—The Cargo ex Moselle v Owners of 
e City of Manchester and Freight app of defte from judgt 
of Sir R J Phillimore and application of plts to vary same 
(with nautical assessors) —Nov 8 
Ship Hewett—Simmons & ors v The Owners of the Hewett 
app of defts from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore (with nautical 
assessors) —Nov 
Ship Consett—Rome & ors v The Owners of the Consett and 
Freight app of defts from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore— 


Ship City of Mecca—Cotesworth & ors v The Owners of the City 
of Mecca and Freight app of defts from judgt of Sir R J 
Phillimore—Dec 10 


FROM ORDERS MADE ON INTERLOCUTORY 
MOTIONS. 


Probate. 

Allen v Massey & anr (H L Davies & ors, interveners and 
parties cited) app of Marianne Dewdney ‘interyener) from 
refusal of President to delay probate—Nov 20 

Admiralty. 

Ship Cartsburn—Kamenarovic v The Owners of the Cartsburn 
and Andrew Bain app of Owners of the Cartsburn from 
interlocutory order of Sir R J Phillimore—Dec 3 


1880. 
French v Howard app of plts from interlocutory order of Sir 
RJ Phillimore allowing demr—Jan 1 


FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 


In re Holdsworth Ex parte The Guarantee 
Society 

In re Mellor Ex parte Butcher 

Inre Woods Ex parte A. G. Ditton 

In re Whitehouse Ex parte Duce 

In re Baum Ex parte Evans 

Inre Knight Ex parte Davis & Co, limd, 

In re Augerstein Ex parte Clark 

In re Plumbly Ex parte Grant 

In re Jones Ex parte Lewis 

In re Townsend Ex parte Hall 

In re Tucker Ex parte Gibbett 

In re Adams Ex parte Griffin 

In re Valentine Ex parte English 

In re Shand Ex parte Corbett 


Ex parte Learoyd 
Ex parte Probyn 

Ex parte White 

Ex parte Jay 

Ex parte Sidebotham 


In re Luttman 
In re Barrett 

In re Garcia 

In re Harrison 
In re Sidebotham 


In re Garrud Ex parte Harvey 
In re Hoare Ex parte Nelson 
In re Puckett Ex parte Keddle 


N.B.—The above list contains Appeals set down to Wednesday, 
January 7, inclusive. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
List or Causes ror HiuAry Sirrines, 1880. 
Before the Master or THE RoLLs. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
HM Attorney-Gen v Mayor, Emmins v Bradford Johnson 
&e, of Gravesend act, pt hd vEmmins question of law 
Finnis v Holden act, pt hd | Wooltorton v Ellis Ellis v 
Appleton v The Mayor, Xc, of Wooltorton act 
Bolton act Buckingham v Jones act (Jan 
Tn re Bailye, decd 14 
Bailye act 
In re Madigan, decd Oakley 
V Madigan act 
Picasso v National Bank of 
Liverpool act 
Darbam, &c Cov Traub act, 
mh 
Marriott v Marriott act 
Jarvis vy Diss act 
Ture Hampton, decd Edwards 
vHampton act 
Yates v Mitchell act 
Reid v Church act (Jan 16) 
Foreev Rhodes act 


Bailye v 4) 

Rigby v Connol act (Man- 
chester D R) 

Hey v Parker act 

Stelfox v Peterson act 

Burrard v Calisher act 

Haslehurst v Jewell act 

In re The Ashwood Dale Lime 
and Stone Co Buxton, limd 
& Co’s Acts (Ex parto 
Sykes) adjd sums set down 
with wits acts by order 

Frost v Ward adjd sums set 
down with wits acts by order 

Haigh v McAdam act 


Bentley v Atkinson act 
Hanson v Jones act 
Braine v Bigg act 
Baker v Lamb aet 
Robinson v Edwards act 
Peterson v Young act 
Bradford v Hinge act 


In re T C Adams, decd Adams 

v Adams fc 

Rogers v Cowham f co (Jan 
20 


) 
Sparks v Evans fc (S 0) 
In re Porter, decd Porter v 
Porter fe 
In re Parham, decd Hutchi- 
son v Parham fc 
Hodgson v Porrester fe 
In re Steggles, decd Steggles 
v Haslem fe 


Taylor v Hoare demr of C N 
Hoare ‘Taylor v Hoare 
demr of W Bacon Taylor 
v Hoare demr of F W 


Smith v Anderson act, pt hd 

Lee v Herbert act 

Budd v Bankart act 

Jones v Wilkinson act 

Longbourne v Vickerman act 
(Mar 1) 

Jones v Whiting act 

Vavasseur v Krupp mj 

Barnes v Vernon act 

Rolls v Vestry of St George 
the Martyr, Southwark sp c 

West v West act 

In re W G Yeend, decd Cooke 
v Prosser spc 

Reynolds v Rowe act 

Jones v Davies spcf 

Golding v Tayler m j 

Farrer v Ingleby act 

Freeland v Met District Ry 
Co act (Feb 16) 

In re Blandford, decd Bland- 
ford v Blandford spec 

Floyd v Floyd mfj 

Lord Penrhyn v Tod mf j 

Reynardson v Wade act & m 


fj 

Webster v British Empire, &c 
Assurance Co act 

In re Christy, decd Harvey v 
Christy Christy v Harve y 


act 

In re Morgan, decd Lewin v 
Morgan mf j 

Megson v Hindle act 

In re Bone, decd Bone v El- 
ford question of law (Man- 
chester D R) 

In re Bosenden, decd Clarke 
v Hook act 

In re Yates, decd Morris v 
Yates act 

Adjourned 


In re Bigg’s Contract & V & 
P Act 


In re Arnold’s Estate 

In re Chapman & Barrett's 
Contract (V & P Act) 

Inre Wormeley, decd Baines 
v Wormsley further hear- 
ing after review of taxata 

Foster v Foster (adjd by Vaca- 
tion Judge) 

Roe v Walter 

In re Wiveliscombe Slate Co 

In re Richard Jones 

In re Head 

Lacey v Hill (2) 

In re Argles & Rawlins 

Fray v Drew 

Martell v Groome 

= Hansworth Skating Rink 

imd 





Walker vy Walker act Henry v Bernales act 








In re Application of Rabone, 


Fritz v Hobson act 
Lloyd v The Anglo-German 
unnelling Co, limd issue 
Milne v Parnell 
Tucker v Linger motn, with 
wits (to be in paper first day 
wits cases are taken) 


Further Considerations. 


Peter-Hoblyn v Radcliffe fe 

In re Gant, decd Gant v Gant 
f c (short) 

Elwin v Horan fe 

Union Bank of London v Ste- 
phens fc (short) 

In re Henry Rutter, decd 
Rutter v Rutter fe 

In re Staniforth, decd Stani- 
forth vy Tyrer fc 


Demurrers. 


Rintoul Taylor v Hoare 
demr of Co-operative Pure 
Family Beer Association 


Causes for trial ‘without witnesses). 


Jacobson v Vestry of St. Pan- 


cras m fj 

In re Lee, decd Hibbert v 
Hibbert sp c 

Barwick A Harriscn m f j 
(Leeds D R) 


Walker v Deardon act 

In re Rob, decd Braithwaite 
v Ball act 

In re Biggs, decd LPiggs v 
Green act 

Feildus v Smith act (Brigh- 
ton D R) 

Wood v Meredith mf j 

Barker v Hosford act 

In re Ford, decd Bennett v 
Leslie m fj 

Brown v Johnson act 

In re Auster, decd Collins v 
Auster spc 

Morris v Roberts act 

Thompson v Cheshire Lines 
Committee act 

Insole v Price mfj 

Bradley v Beardmore m fj 

Rimington v Rimington spe 

Beauchant v Usticke spc 

Stafford v Robinson m f j 
(short) 

Blake v Parsons act {mfj 

De Winton v Davies mj f 

Wren v Forby act 

Smiles v Skelton act 

Davies v Williams spe 

Attorney-Gen v Scarborough 
and Whitby Ry Co act 
(short) 

Monk v Puller act (Liver- 
pool D R) 


Summonses. 
Brothers & Co (Trade Marks 
Registration Acts) 

In re Application of Burys & 
Co (Trade Marks Registra- 
tion Acts) 

Sheffield, &c, Building Society 
v Kidner 

In re Weston Iron Works 

Simmons v Storer 

Banks v Banks 

Leaver v Le Gros Le Gros v 
Leaver In re Le Gros 

In re The Indemnity Fire 
Office, limd (Jan 24) 

Leveux v Argles 

In re Brick and Stone Co 

In re Canadian Land Reclaim- 
ing, &c, Co 

In re British Empire Horse 
Supply Association 


Rice v Westlake 
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In re F Yates’ Estate InreS 
Yates’ Estate (2) 

Osborne to Rowlett (V & P 
Act) 

In re Jas Wormsley’s Estate 

In re Railway Accident, &c, 

0 


In re Horrock's Traie Mark, 


with wits 
Meyer v Murray 
Sharp v Wright 
In re Englebourne 
Quarries 


Slate 


Before the Vice-Chancellor MALINS. 
Causes for trial. 


Cooper v The Queen demr 

Wilson v De Coulon act 

West v Davies act, wits, pt hd 

Hawksworth v British Land 
Co, limd act, pt hd 

Downs v Pursell act 

In re Burchell, decd Burchell 
v Burchell act 

Cusel v Bashford act, wits 

Lisbon Steam Tramway Co, Id 
vy Grant m judgt 

Webb v Hodgetts act, wits 

Ruston v Tobin act, wits 

Munro v Cusack Smith act, 
wits 

Driver v Howell act, wits 

Kent v Stuckey’s Banking Co 
act & m judgt, wits 

Massey v Nantwich Local 
Board act, wits 

In re Arnold Arnold v Durant 
act, wits 

Minshall v Cooper act & m 
for j, wits 

Tottenham Local Board of 
Health v Rowell act 

Walters v Lyon act, wits 

Wakefield v Truman, Hanbury 
&Co act, wits 

Bagenal v Theobald act 

Sileock vy Macdonald act, wits 

Crawcour v Salter act, wits 

Donnison v People’s Cafe Co 
act, wits 

Turner v Turrer act, wits 

Wolferstan v Oram act, wits 

Stogdon v Ernest act, wits 

Buble v Vonder Meden ac’, 
wits 

Roach v Martyn act, wits 
(not before Feb 2) 

Davies v Jones act, wits 

Greenwood v Lord f c and 
sums to vary 

De Bergue v De Bergue act 

‘Coney v Tennant fc 

Gardner v Archer f c 

Ip re Barns, Archer vy Gardner 
fur con 

Guest v Guest fe 

Lovelock v Lovelock f cand 
2 sums to vary, pt hd 

Wilcox v Edwards act and m 
for j, wits 

Masom v Harris act, wits 

In re Hoskins’ Britton v 
Britton act, wits 

Lowe v Somers act, wits 

Chantreil v Chantrell fc 

Elliott v Wale act, wits 

In re Turner Hall v Turner 
act, wite 

Pike v Fitzgibbon act, wits 

In re Hickman Hickman v 
Hickman fc 


In re Jones Lloyd v Jones fc 
In re Phillips Phillips v Levy 


fe 
In re Morgan Pillgrem v Pill- 
f j (Jan 20 by 


Ihlee v Japanese Curtains, &c, 
Co act, wits 

Watkins v Lewis fe 

Fishwick v Haigh fc 

In re Minus’ Estate Moore v 
Minns fc 

Cole v Franklin act 

March v Martin act 

Wright v De Rhodes act, wits 

Farmer v Laurance act 

Lisbon Steam Tramways Co v 
Grant act and mf j, wits 

In re Beetham Hopkinson v 
Hopkinson fe 

Armitage v Elworthy 
(Jan 23 by order) 

Beckett v Attwood act, wits 

Payne v Payne fe 

May v May fc (short) 

In re Mortimer Grey v Bird 
act 

Hicking v Hicking act, wits 

In re Brown Oliver v Wright 
f ¢ (short) 

Mackay v Tilling act (short) 

London & N-W Ry Co v 
Fleetwood Local Board act 

Durrans v Natl Mercantile 
Bank, limd act, wits 

In re Riddle Wearing v Crisp 
act, wits 

In re Abram Abram v Abram 
act, wits 

Stadbolm v Brown act, wits 

In re Bubb Bubb v Padwick 


fc 


spc 

Inre Bone Adams v Bone f 
c & sums to vary 

Jones v Williams act, wits 

Legg v Smith act & mf j 

In re Walsh Carrol v Hughes 


m fj 

Standard Building Society v 
Morrison act, wits 

In re T Sugden Sugden v 
Sugden fe 

Jno Brown & Co v Keeble act 
(short) 

Boickow & Co v Keeble act 
(short) 

In re E Daniell, decd Wells 
v Ford act 


Governors of Alleyns’ College, 


Dulwich v London B & S 
Coast Ry act, wits 

May v May fc (short) 

Eves v Sherley fc 

Sheehan v Great Eastern Ry 
Co act 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 
Causes for trial. 


Thompson v Eaton College 
demr 

Rolls v Isaacs act (not before 
Jan 30) 

Bagot v Easton Easton v 
Bagot C F A H Bagot 
v Easton act 

Baxter v Webb act 

In re Turner, decd Maberly v 
Blaydes act, wits 

In re Davey Davey v Shore 
act wits 

Franklyn v Toms act wits 

Stone v Spartali act 


Stone v Slipless Roadway, &c, 
Co act 

Great Eastern Ry v Cobbold 
act restored 

Brown v Jackson act wits 

De Salomos v Shattock act 


wits 

In re Evered, decd Snelling v 
Evered act wits 

Martin v Howard cause wits, 


- hd 

Whitehead v Ogden act, wits 

In re Stephens Harris v Dal- 
ton act, wits 

Johns v James act 





Transferred from the MASTER OF THE ROLLs, b 
24th June, 1879, Oy Coie 


Naylor v Farrer act wits 

Farrer v Naylor act wits 

Laughton v Rylands & Sons 
act wits 

Arkcoll v Jones act wits 

Chapmen v Leyton Local Board 
act wits 

Fowler v Walker act wits 

Fellows v Turner act wits, pt 
hd (S$ O Mar 1) 

Riley v Western District Bank 
act wits 

Kelson v Hales act wits 

Harland v Garbutt act wits 


Inre Robertson, decd Rober, 
son v Robertson act wits, 
pt hd 

Price v Price act wits 

Earl de la Warr v Mileg tt 
wits 

Viney v Henwood act wits 

Emmerson v Bullock act wit 

Green v White act, wits 

Harrison v Steel, Tozer & ( 
act, wits 

Redfearn v Israel act, wits 

Bolton v Ferro act 

Walker v Grime act 


Transferred from Vice-Chancellor HALL by Order of 10th 
November, 1879. 


Hodgson v Williamson a, wits 

Brown v Walker act, wits 

In re Chadwick, decd Taylor 
vEmmet mfj 

Owens Co v Klinwort a, wits 

Bentley v Pelican Life insur- 
ance Co act 

Beal v Real Property Trust, 
limd act, wits 

In re Conolly Conolly v 
Conolly act 

In re Matthews Matthews v 
Matthews act, wits 

Harding v Smith act, wits 

Narshall v Crabb act, wits 

Hammersley v Staffordshire 
Potteries Waterworks Co 
act, wits 

Holmes v Selby act, wits 

In re Petn of Right of J 
Young and J Grindrell wits 

In re Lovkhart, decd Jones 
v Lockhart act 

Ormathwaite v Kington, &c., 
Ry Co act 

Workman v Alder act, wits 

French v Mugleston act, wits 

Ramsay v Rice act, wits 

Inre Roe Morgan v Rve act, 


wits 
Nobels, &c, Co v Jones, Scott, 


& Co act, wits 
Morris v Brown 
Morris act wits 
Hudson v Crowther act & 


mf j 


Redgate v 


Casper v Green act 

Brown v Critchfield issu fo 
trial 

Ranson v Patton act & mfj 

Bradford District Bank, limd 
vSmith act &mfj 

In re Wilkinson Wilkinson y 
Wilkinson fe 

Waddell v Brown act for trial 

Dent v Learoyd act, wits 

In re Stansfield Stansfield y 
Stansfield spc 

In re Hawksworth Stuart y 
Hawksworth act 

Smithv Hearn act & mfj 
(short) 

Sedgwick v Speller act, wits 

Wood v Kay act, wits 

Butler v Johnson act, wits 

In re Rowand Rowand 
Rowand fe 

Heyworth v Holgate act, wits 

Hathaway v Hathaway a, wits 

Keen v Lawes act, wits 

Bedford v Kimber act, wits 

In re Wagstaff Wagstaff y 
Bickley fe 

Pearson v Cooke fc 

Basham v Hutchinson Hutch 
inson v Basham cause 

In re Hardingham deed 
Brooks v Hardingham mf 
j (short) 

In re Sidebottom Brooks ¥ 
Hardingham m fj (short) 

Brandon v Tranah m f j 
(short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CHARLES HALL. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


Walrond v Burrow act 

Pern v Vignoles act 

Markwick v Hardingham act 

Dent v Ord act 

Brown v Howman act 

Redgate v Potts act 

Middlebrook v Rockett Rockett 
v Middlebrook act 

Ede v Coleman act 

Gordon v Bernales act 

Gristwood v London & County 
Banking Co act 

Kelly v Scotts act 

In re Churchward Church- 
ward v Barnes act 

Allan v Wade act 

Pickworth v Wade act 

Inre JT Hallett Hallett v 
Wallis act 

Mack v Pye act 

Wilcox v Readhead act 

Inre Clay Clayv Clay act 


Jaques v Wilson act 
In re Cross Perkins v Noyes 


act 
Beecroft v Henry act 
Mardon v Antrobus act 
Reus v Lever act 
Cavaliero v cavaliero act 
Matthews v Matthews act 
Hills v Hall act 
Lucas v Cooke act 
Burton v Byrd act 
Thomas v Prosser act 
Llancver v Homfray act 
Phillips v Llanover act 
‘Wynn v Bulmer act : 
Bird v Ecclesiastical Commis 
sioners fur Eogland act 
Holgate v Tennant act 
Hogg v Muter act a 
Nobles’ Explosives Co v Vivian 
&Co act 
Nobles’ Explosives (Co ¥ 
Whittle act 


Further Considerations. 


HallvLee fe 

Hall v Hall fe 

Frost v Frost fe 

Inre Parry Parry v Parry 


fc 

Lewis v Restall fe 

Eldred v Crawley fc 

In re Woodhead UCroxall v 
Woodhead fo 


ip, re Pacey Pacey v Pacey 

ce 

Parker v Parker f c 

In re Hart Hart v Hart fe 
and sums to vary 

Spoor v Simpson fe 

Yates v Finn fe 

Griffia v Humphreys fc 

Thomas v Davies fo 
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Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 


Bele ot Pere v Ruz m 
d 


Dowdeswell v Dowdeswell 

atropoliten Board of Works 
y London & North Western 
RyCo actn 

Hibberdine v Maitland motn 
for jadgt & adjd sumns (not 
before Jan 17) 

Batchelor v Batchelor act & 
motn for judgt 

Huggons v Tweed act 

Hodson v The Tea Co act 

Knowles v Freeman act 

Inre Ashwell, Gibson v Drage 


c 
te Gould Roupe v Gould 


n 

Yh v Gill and ors act 

In re Goodier, Goodier v John- 
son mf j 3 

Prieev Hyde mf j 

Kynaston v Bodman act 

Sheppard v Paske act 

Inre Fleetwood Sidegraves v 
Brewer act 

Cowan v Redman act 

In re Garett Prance v 
Garett act 

laybourne v Kidstone 
(Jan 26) 


act 


Davies v Hughes mf j 
In reTaylor Taylor v Taylor 


sp c 

Henry v Beecroft act 

In re Howland Reynolds v 
Howland spo 

In re Rhodes Rhodes v 
Teme act (not before Feb 


lu re Smith Loughnan v 
Warman act 

James v Capital & Counties 
Bank issue for trial (not 
before Feb 2) 

Cooper v Stevens act & demr 

Harrison v Sandeman act 

The Hopton Wood Stone Co, 
limd v Killer mfj 

In re Anderson Dewey v 
Anderson mf j 

James v Gills act 

Duffy v Hakes act 

Lutton v Alt act 

Pemberton v Dillwyn act 

Bank of Whitehaven, limd v 
Milburn act 

Mills v Morley act (short) 

In re W J Minns Minns v 
Nobbs act 

Adams v Adams act 


Before Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for Trial. 


Nicholas v Nicholas act (1876 
—N—48—V C M) Nicholas 
vNicholas act (1876-—N— 
i6—V C M) pt hd 


Kingsford v Williamson act 
wits (not before Jan 15) 


Remaining Causes transferred from Vice-Chancellor MALINs, 
by Orders dated 24th February, and 29th May, 1879. 


Von Heyden v Johnson & Sons 


act 

Powell v Williams act 

Mather v Mather act 

Johnson v Dinn Din v Robey 
act (not before Feb 1) 

Worms v De Valden act wits 
pt hd (Jan 26 by order) 

In re Oldham, decd Ol 
vBewlay act wits 

Johnson v Cambrian Rys Co 
act wits 

Woodruff v Brecon & Merthyr, 
&e, Ry act wits 

Wells v Chelmsford Local 
Board act 

Holdsworth v Holdsworth act 

In re Alldin, decd Alldin v 
Price acts, wits 

Errington v Gillespie act, wits 

In re Higginbottom, 
Higginbottom v Platt act & 


m fj 
Wise v Piper act, wits 
_ v yoy act, wits 
undy v act, wits 
Bell v Saillaed act, Kai pt hd 
Thomas v Parry act, wits 
Owen v Cook act, wits 
Haynes v Young act, wits 
In re Smith, decd In re 
Chaplin, decd Bashford v 
Chaplin act, wits 


Causes transferred from Vice-Chancellor BAcoN, for trial or 


In re Blight, decd Blight v 
Hartroll act, wits 
Heyl v Ross act, wits 
Smith v Pawsey act, wits 
(not before Jan 31) 
Thornton v Serff act, wits 
Challinor v Lawrence act, wits 
Atkinson v Mastaglio act, wits 
Wayte v Whish act, wits 
Burton v Saillard act, wits 
Walker v Payton act, wits 
Pooley v Wretham act, wits 
Willmott v Barber act 
Union of French Wine 
Growers, limd v Brown act, 
wits 
Powers v Bathurst act, wits 
Evelyn v Leardet act & m fj 
wits 
Witham v Vane act, wits 
Phillips v Ellis act, wits 
Tindall v Chapman act, wits 
Banque Franco-Egyptienne & 
ors v Lutscher act, wits 
Luttrell v Watkins act, wits 
Faithfull vy Appleyard act, 
wits 
In re Houseman, decd Barrell 
v Houseman act, wits 
Tozer v Britton act &mfj 
a Smeed Smeed v Smeed 
c 


hearing only, pursuant to order dated 25th December, 1879. 


Southall vStevens act, wits 
Boorer v Miles act, wits 
Lloyds v Harper act wits 
Daniels v Beresford act, wits 
ly v Pearson act, wits 
Manchester and Liverpool Dis- 
trict Banking Co v Thorley 
act, wits 
Crowther v Bone act, wits 
Shore v Colonial Trusts Cor- 
penten, limd act&m f j, 


NeStephens v Carnegie act, 


In re 8 Hart, decd Wood v 
Newton act, wits 


Union Bank of London v Ash- 
win act & m fj, wits 
Rogers v Deedy act, wits 
Metropolitan Board of Works 
v Hammersmith Bridge Co 
act, wits 
Linney v Wood act, wits 
Attorney-Gen, Brecon, Mer- 
thyr & ao Ryv London 
and N-W RyCo act, wits 
Fawcett v Law act, wits 
Stubbs v Wilkinson act, wits 
Greenough v Littler act, wits 
Tbe Commissioners of Exhibi- 
tion of 1851 v The Royal 
Horticultural Soc act, wits 





Rowan v Forsythe act, wits 

Blackman v Bowchier act, wits 

Airey v Rowes act, wits 

In re Saunderson Fisher v 
Payne act, wits 

Willats vy The Metropolitan 
Board of Works act, wits 

Goodey v Everett act, wits 

Cox v Willoughby act, wits 

Butcher v Denyer act, wits 

Marner v Bright act & mfj, 
wits 

Learoyd v Gray act, wits 
nals v Jevons act, wits 

In re Hollingshead Hollings- 
head v Hollingshead act, 
wits 

Chaplin v Cave act, wits 

Cave v Cave act, wits 

Shaw v Robinson act & m f 
j, wits 


Durrant v Roy act, wits 
Wood v Monk act, wits 
Briggs v Massay act, wits 
Blair v Peek act, wits 
InreC P Dodson Dodson v 
Edmondson act & m f j, 
wits 
Steel v Dixon act, wits 
Bothamley v Wiegel act, wits 
Todd v Good act, wits 
Nives v Nives act, wits 
Burton v Marcas act, wits 
Blewett v Soames act, wits 
Blewett v Tilley act, wits 
Rousillon v Rousillon act, wits 
Watson vGray act, wits 
Austin v Barker act, wits 
Wright v Oxton act, wits 
Chesterfield, &c, Colliery Co v 
kBlack act, wits 


N.B.—The above list contains causes set down to January 7, 
inclusive. 


EXCHEQUER DIVISION. : 
CAUSE LIST FOR HILARY SITTINGS, 1880, 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 
For JUDGMENT. 
The London and South-Western Bank, lima, y Wentworth 


For ARGUMENT. 
Moved Trinity Sittings, 1878. 
Ipswich, Sadler y Osborne 
Cotton, LJ Grantham 
(Part beard.) 
Liverpool, Moscrop v Newbold & 


ors 
Thesiger, LJ Ambrose 
London, Bouffier v Levy & anr 
Pollock, B. Solicitor-General 
(Part heard.) 
Leeds, Greenwood v Laucashire & 
Yorkshire Ry Co 
Bramwell, LJ Waddy 
Worcester, Newman v Welch 
Hawkins, Sir H Griffits 
Swansea, Jones v Colonial Assur- 
ance Corporation, limd 
Huddleston, B 
London, Bunnett v Deards 
Pollock, B Willis 
Middlesex, Mason vy Nicholson 
Hawkins, Sir H illis 
Midd'esex, Burrows v N London 
Ry Co 


Bruce 


Stephen, J 


Pollock, B Sims 
Middlesex, New Quay Ship Mutl 
Insurance Soc v Jones 
Huddleston, B McIntyre 
Middlesex, Wickham v Earp 
Steplfen, J Cole 
Newcastle, Goddard v Robson 
Stephen, J Cave 
Middlesex, Mears v Syer 
Stephen, J Grantham 
Leeds, Braithwaite -v Burrow & 
Wilson 
Stephen, J Lock wood 
Middlesex, Wright v Freeman 
Stephen, J Willis 
London, Stammers v Nicholson 
Stephen, J andy 
— Gleisser vy Great “astern 


y 

Pollock, B Serjt Ballantine 
Middlesex, Green v Stewart & anr 
Huddleston, B Rose-Innes 
Lewes, Smyth v Mills 
Cleasby, B Crispe 
Middlesex, Willis v Markham 

Gore 


For Judgment generally. 
London & South-Western Bank v South Staffordskire Mines Drain- 


Wentworth 
Hitls v Penny 


age Commissioners ¥ Sandwell 
Park Colliery Co 


SPECIAL PAPER. 


For JuDGMENT. 

South Staffordshire Mines Drain- 
age Commissioners vy Sandwell 
Park Colliery Co 

For ARGUMENT. 
Everton & ors ¥ Droitwich Salt 


Dem 
(Stands over.) 


Cooke & ors v Sheard sc 
(Part heard.) 
Tompkins v Hoare 


Sumner v Schofisid 


Dem 


sc 

Wiegsell v The School of Indigent 
Blind 8c 
Ortelli v Ward 


Dem 


APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS ASSIGNED TO THE 
EXCHEQUER DIVISION FOR ARGUMENT. 


Lancashire, Overseers of Liverpool 
v Visitors of County Lunatic 
Asylum 

Sussex, Ashenden v London & 
Brighton South Coast Ry 

Middlesex, Nicholson & 
Nicholsen 

Met Pol Dis, Murray v Davis 

Surrey, Low & anr v Gooding 

Westmoreland, Buck v Midland 
Ry Co 


ors v 


Monmouthshire, Parry v Jones 

Northumberland, Thorpe v Crooks 
& anr 

Essex, Solly v Kearley 

Huntingdonshire, Giddens v Great 
Eastern Ry Co 

Gloucestershire, Ware & anr Vv 
Butler 

Surrey, Samuels v Carn 


MIDDLESEX.—HILARY SITTINGS, 1880. 


This list contains all actions entered in Queen’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions, in which notice of 


trial has been given, and also all actions in the 


Chancery 


Division in which notice has been given of trial before a judge 
and jury, up to and including January 13, 1880. 

LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
Ex 1 Hickey (Belfrage and M) v Montefiore (Lewis and Lewis), 


com + 
QB 2 Creed (AJ Murray) v Millett (Roscoe, H and 8), com 
QB 3 Brown (Merriman, M and Co) v Elkington and ors (Lumley 


and L), com 
CP 4 Wilbraham (Chapman, 


T and B) v The Maritime 


Passengers and Mariners Insurance Co. limd (Harrisons 


and Son), stayed 
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QB 5 Benjamin J Frost) v Litten (F A Lewty), cam 

QB6 apo mos M Abrahams and R) v Higginbottom (F T Dubois) 
com 

QB 7 Hallward (C B Hallward) v Blanford and ors (C J Curtis, 
+H K Fisher), pestponed 

QB 8 Joshua 7 E Webb) v Green (Hareand F),com 

Ex 9 Palmes (Lake, B and Co) v Hopeand anr (Shoubridge and 
M), without jury, postponed 

Ex 10 Same (Same) v Beavan (Same), without jury, postponed 

Ex 11 Liwydarth Iron, &c., Co. (Houghton and B) v Fearn 
(A8 H Jones), com : 

Ex 12 Gonzalez, Byass and Co. (Tamplin, Tand J) v Mackenzie 
(S Toppin), com 

QB 13 Mayer (A G Ditton) v Robinson (P W Nazer) com 

Ex 14 Spiller (C E Goldring) v Baum (Evans and E) postponed 

Q B 15 General Share Trust Co, lid (J S Coleman) v Baum and 
anr (Same), stayed 

Ex 16 Enthoven (Collette and C) v Jacobson (G M Cooke), post- 


one 
CP 17 Chamiberiaine (8 G Ashwin) v T W Wallington (Whitaker 
and W), postponed SJ 
CP 18 Same (Same) v J Wallington (Same), postponed SJ 
Ex 19 Cheesewright (R. P. Upton) v Wells (Cunliffe, B and D), 
com 8J 
Ex 20 Marshall (G M Cooke) v Lindley and anr (J Davies), post- 
poned SJ 
CP 21 Chalmers (J Whitehouse) y Chalmers (Nelson,’Son and H), 
com 
22 Bannatyne (Wilson, B and C) v The Western Brazilian 
Telegraph Co limd (Bischoff, B and B), SJ 
23 Bennett (W E Baxter) v England and ors (In Person, W F 
Stokes), stayed 
24 Caudle (F T Newbould) v Austin (Morgan and Gilks), 
stayed 
25 Procter (J Neal) v Dunham (Pitman and L), stayed SJ 
26 Fajkmajer (Norton, R N and B) v Fothergill and anr 
(Hollams, Son and C ; Field, Roscoe, and Co), stayed 8J 
27 Page - or and T) v Kerridge (Bridges, S and Co), 
Stayer 
28 Markwick (@ Thompson) v Cortis (A § Edmonds), post- 
poned 
29 Moody and anr (Lewis and Lewis) v Fisher (J Donague), 
stayed 
30 King and Co (Rollitt and Sons) v Mayor, &c., of Leaming- 
ton (H Tyrrell), stayed 
31 Champion (Duignan and §) 
com 
32 McDougall (Snell and G) v Copestake (Mercer and M), 
stayed SJ 
33 Treadwin (W R Philp) v Nunr (J D Blake), postponed 
34 Funge and anr (J H Child) v Same (Same) postponed 
35 Cuyas y Sampere (Tilleard, Gand H) v Mac Andrew and 
Co (Kearsey, Son and H), com SJ 
36 Pannell (J Goren) v Nunn (J D Blake) postponed 
37 Mac Farland (Ashurst, M C and Co) v Muter (Keen and R), 


v Walter (Purkis and P), 


5 
8 Taylor (Hurford and T) v Batten (Waltons, B and W), com 


S 
39 Davies and anr (Nickinson, P and N) v Nunn (Blake and 
W), postponed 
St. James’s Bank limd (Vallance and V) v Crowe (W R 
Philp), stayed 
McGregor (W Eley) v Tinker and anr (Rollitt and Son), 
‘ stayed 
2 Henty and Sons (Ravenscroft, 
(W Rawlins), postponed 
3 Taylor and ors (R 8 Taylor and Sons) v Smith and anr 
(Brandons), postponed 
The Commissioners of the Admiralty (Hare and F) vy Union 
Steam Ship Co (Hollams, Son and C), com 8J 
5 Coleman (Campbell, R and Co) v Guignes (E D Lewis), 
stayed 
5 —er (Singleton and T) v Bedford (Bellamy and 8), 
stay ec 
7 Fowler and ors (Wilson, B and C) v Alison (Thompson and 
D), without jury 
Stubbs (Yeo and Warner) v Ashton (Bennett, D and B), 
stayed SJ 
9 Pearson (C Mossop) v Gardner (Field, R and Co), stayed 
Russell and anr (Taylor, H and T) vy Nunn (Blake and W) 
postponed 
Dorking Grey Stone Lime Co limd (J Edell) v Hack and ors 
(Saffery and Co), stayed 
52 Cowley ( Scott) v Booth (Rye and C), stayed SJ 
3 Villa (M Abrahams and R) v Saint Antoine (King and P), 
com 
ae and anr (Thompson and D) v Mills (Simpson and C) 
slayec 
55 Same (Same) v Smerden (J H Lamb) 
56 a and anr (Thompson and D) v Dimmock (J H 
amb 
57 Gask (J B May) v Nunn (Blake and W), stayed 
58 Watson (Lewis and L) v Tennent (Ellis, M and Co), SJ 
59 Taylor and ors (Paterson, S and B) v Blowes (Beaumont 
and B), stayed 
60 Heap (C Mossop) v Hesketh (Lewis and L), postponed SJ 
61 Brice (Harrison, B and H) v Hecla Fire Insurance Corpora- 
tion, Fry, Garnishee (Chester and Co) 
2 Jacobs Me Davis) v Charles Reynolds and Co (C Sawbridge) 
com § 
63 Isaacson (Dod and L) v Currie (Lucas and Son), stayed SJ 
64 Paul (Bradford and H) v Meynell and anr (G A Crawley) 


H and W) v Westwood 


8. 
QB 65 Nowell (A G Ditton) v Stocker and ors (W Justice), SJ 
(Lo be continued.) 


ene IN Dark Rooms.—Chappuis’ Patents—69, Fieet-street.— 
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Heqal Pews. 


The practice of supplying persons, in country districls 
especially, with mineral oils for domestic use from carts ang 
vans prevails toa very great extent throughout the kingdom, 
In some districts in Kent attention has recently been called 
to the fact that the Sale of Explosives Act renders the pro. 
ceeding, as carried out, illegal, as these oils can be moved 
about only in bottles securely fastened, containing a small 
quantity each, the aggregate bulk not to exceed three gallons, 
In these circumstances, applications have been made by per- 
sons interested in the sale of these oils for magistrates 
licences in respect of carts and vans for the storage of the 
articles in a manner similar to that for storage upon premises, 
The clerk of the peace for the county, however, who has 
been consulted in the matter, has recently given an opinion 
that the Act contemplates licences being given to persons 
only in respect of fixed and permanent places of storage, and 
that a movable vehicle, like a cart, cannot be considered ag 
coming within the meaning of the word ‘‘ premises.” 

In the Queen's Bench Division on Tuesday, on the occasion 
of an application to postpone a case in which Mr, Serjeant 
Parry was counsel, the Lord Chief Justice said there could 
only be one universal sentiment of the deepest regret at the 
loss of so eminent and excellent an advocate, and so estimable 
a member of society, and any arrangement rendered necessary 
by this sad event would be willingly assented to. Mr, 
Littler, Q.C. (the senior counsel present), said it was hardly 
necessary on the part of the bar to express their entire con- 
currence in the feeling thus expressed by his lordship, but, 
as a matter of respect to the memury of one whom they all 
esteemed and loved, he could not help giving expression to 
the universal feeling of deep regret at the loss of their friend, 
It is understood that the Attorney-General, with the con 
currence of Sir Henry James and other leaders of the pro- 
fession, wrote to the son of the deceased serjeant expressing 
the wish of many of the bar, if it were not inconvenient, 
to attend the funeral, and that this expression of their 
desire has been very warmly acknowledged and acquiesced in. 

At the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions a discussion 
arose on the presentation of the prison report in reference 
to the imprisonment of debtors. The report stated the 
objections of the committee to the present mode of impri- 
sonment of debtors, who were not imprisoned because they 
could not pay, but because they refused to pay after an 
order of the county court made on proof of their ability to 
comply with it. They considered that “ if imprisonment 
is to be retained it should be made effective for the end 
aimed at, which is to compel payment of the money dae. 
The present system, under which debtor prisoners and 
others lounge away their time in unrestricted association, 
is objectionable on the grounds of common sense and of 
morals alike.” Sir R. Harington (county court judge), in 
supporting the proposition for the reception of the 
report, gave his official experience of the operation of the 
Act, and said he had issued forty warrants of commitment 
and yet not one person had been committed, proving that 
these forty persons could pay, but would not, except under 
the pressure of impending imprisonment, A motion was 
made by Mr. Bartleet for sending a copy of the report to 
the Home Secretary ; but Earl Beauchamp objected, as that 
would be indorsing the ecommittee’s report, which they had 
not had time to consider, and which was only intended to 
be laid before the court. He thought it would be undig- 
nified for the court to thrust their advice on the Secretary 
of State until he asked for it. Mr. Bartleet’s motion on® 
division was lost by a large majority. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Curran—Dec. 25, at Craigton, Jamaica, the wife of the Hon. 
C. Ribton Curran, Justice of the Supreme Court, of @ 
daughter. 

Gorpon.—Jan. 12, at 10, Gledhow-gardens, South K ensington, 
the wifeof W. H. Lockhart Gordon, barrister-at-law, of 4 
daughter. 

HARNELL.—Jun. 10, at Carlton Lodge, Larkball-rise, Clapham, 
the wife of Robert Hornell, M.A., barrister-at-law, of 4 
daughter. 5 

KzEnLysipp—Jan. 9, at Vernon House, Surbiton, the wife of 
Francis Headlam Keenlyside, barrister-at-law, Inner Temple, 
of a son. 


Creditors 


Anderson, Al 


Spickett. 


Creditors 


fumbp, Geo 
Searboroug 
Yam, Joh 
Derby, Jan 
Hore, Rueber 
ham, Jan 2 
Fierce, Georg 
wn, Wari 
fayner, Will 
0, Wake 
Werth, John 
bridge, Jan 
Wreht, Chi 
Sheffield, J 


Puker, Geo 


Slen, Willi 
at offices ¢ 
Asill, John, 
of Freer at 
4von, Thon 
Gaunt and 
Iitington, J 
Temple ro 
Barker, Joh: 
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{yeas —Jan. 11, at 46, Gloucester-square, Hyde-park, the 
wife of Henry Lucas, Bene sre Hig of a daughter. ‘ 
yeivrvR.—Jan. 8, at 63, Westwick-gardens, West Kensing- 
in Park, the wife of A. G. McIntyre, barrister-at-law, of a 


pucur.—JaD. 8, at 66, Cornwall-gardens, Queen’s-gate, 8. W., 
the wifeof John Robert Wright, of the Inner Temple, bar- 
rister-at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGE. 

1 —Snow.—Jan. 13, at St. Margaret’s Church, Whal- 
ey Range, Henry Wheeler, solicitor, Manchester, to Sarah 
Iubella, widow of the late Leonard Brooks, of Waterloo, 
Lancashire. 


DEATH. 
pery.—Jan. 9, at 66, Holland-park, Mr. Serjeant Parry, in 
his 64th year. 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

jowry 20.—Mr. CHARLES WILLMAN, at Middlesborough, 
freehold estates (see advertisement this week, page 3.) 

22.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovusFiELp, at the 
Cannon-street Hotel, at 2 p.m., shares (see advertisement, 
Jan. 3, page 6.) 

21.—Messrs. Harvey & Davips, at the Mart, at 
}pm., freehold property (see advertisement this week, 


page 8.) 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bangrupte. 
Fripay, Jan. 9, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country, 
jnderson, Alexander Burnes, Liverpovl. Pet Jan 5. Cooper. Liver- 
yoo), Jan 21 at 12 
fiver, Thomas, New Thornton Heath, Surrey, Builder. Pet Jan 2. 
Rowland, Croydon, Jan 20 at 2 
femp, Henry Fridlington, North Elkington, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet 
Jn2. Daobney. Gt Grimsby, Jan 29 at 12,30 
lk, Joseph, Becminster, Bristol, Builder. Pet Jan 7. 
Brstol, Jan 23 at 2 
fuller, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ironmongers. Pet Jan 6. 
Digg tt. Newcastle, Jan 19 at 11 
Wagstefle, James Morton, Lewisham, Kent, Commercial Clerk. 
jn6. Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, Jan 23 atl 
Vitchell, Joseph Brown, Cardiff, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Jan 2. 
Spickett, Pontypridd, Jan 22 at 12 
Tuespay, Jan. 13, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
fumby, George, Scarborough, Hotel Keeper. Pet Jan 9, Woodail. 
Weller. 


Harley. 


Pet 


Scarborough, Jan 26 at 3 
Yam, John, Morledge, Derby, Millwright. 
Derby, Jan 27 at 12 
Hore, Rueben, Paignton, Draper. 
bam, Jan 29 at 12 
Free, George, Pool Dale, Runcorn, Accountant, 
Si, Warrington, Jan 29 at 2.30 
liyner, William, Bennetthorpe, Uoncaster, Insurance Agent. Pet Jan 
1, Wake. Sheffield, Jan 28 at 2.30 
Varth, John, Sutton, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet Jan 7. Eaden. Cam- 
bridge, Jan 22 at 12 
Wreht, Charles, Owlerton, nr Sheffield, Joiner. Pet Jan 8. Wake. 
Sheffleld, Jan 28 at 2 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
” Fripay, Jan. 9, 1880. 
fuker, George, Lynton st, Bermondsey, Carpenter. Dec 31 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
* 4 Fripay, Jan, 9, 1880. 
dla, William, Pollard’s rd, Bethnal green rd, Builder. 
woffices of Tatham and Co, Queen Victoria st 
4sili, John, Beaumont Leys, Leicesier, Farmer, Jan 23 at 3 at offices 
ofFreer and Co, New st, Leicester 
4sion, Thomas, Manchester, Wine Seller. Jan 23 at 3 at cftices of 
Gaunt and Grainger, Queen’s chambers, John Dalton st 
litington, John, Birmingham, Baker. Jun 21 at 5 at offices of Duke, 
Temple row, Birmingham 
Barker, John Edward, Wolverhampton, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 27 at 
p.. at offices of Smith, Lich gates, Queen sq, Wolverhampton 
ttt, James, Boston, Lincoln, Mattress Maker. Jan 22 at 12 at offices 
Thomas, Emery lane, Boston 
d, Amersham vale, New Cross, Grocer. Jan 29 at 12 at 
by 8 of George and Co, Cheapside. Best. Ludgate hill 
itersby, John Haigh, Blackley, nr Manchester, Wholesale Butcher. 
Jan 26 at 3 at-the Mitre Hote], Cathedral gates, Manchester. Pon- 
Pref and Carlile, Oldham 
itkett, Robert, and Roger Birkett, Northowram, York, Stone Mer- 
Peerage Jan 23 at 11 at 7, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 
5 dy, Reuben, and James Smith, Dewsbury, York, Contractors. 
an 23 at 10.30 at offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, Union st, Dews- 


Dire, Hemry Lessey, Manchester, Druggist. 
Strat and Hall, Fountain st, Manchester 
alts Charles, Yalding, Kent, Farmer. Jan 24at 4 at the George 

Dint! Yalding. Mempes, Maidstone 

George, Potterne, Wilts, Yeoman. Jan 21 at 11 at offces of 
Smith, High st, Devizes 


Pet Jan 7. 
East Stone- 


Nichol- 


Pet Jan 8. Edmonds. 


Pet Jar 8, 


Jan 29 at 2 


Jan 23 at 3 at offices of 





! Davies, William, Eston, Cheshire, Farmer. 





Bownes, Edward, Over Winsford, Cheshire, Grocer. Jan 2) at 10.30m 
the Patten Arms Hotel, Warrington, Winsford 
Boyes, George, Scarborough, York, Fish Curer. Jan 16 at 12.at offices 
of Guy and Willismson, Westborough, Scarborough 
Brittain, Beniah, Willingale Doe, Essex, Innkeeper. Jan 23.at 3 at the 
White Hart Hotel, Chelmsford. Brown, Basinghal! st 
Broom, Henry William, Kidderminster, Worcester, Maltster. Jan 22 
at 3 at offices of Talbot, Cnurch st, Kidderminster 
Brown, John, Birmingham, Baker. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of Burn and 
Co, Temple st, Birmingham . 
Browning, Frederick Richard, Apethorpe, Northampton, Farmer, Jan 
29 at 2 at the Angel Hotel, Narrow st, Peterborough. Coote, 
ford row 
Bryant, George, and Daniel Bryant, Globe rd, Mile End, ‘Wholesale 
Shoe Manufacturers. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Clements, Queen st, 
Cheapside. Haigh and Agar, Gresham st 
Buckley, Philip, Dotcross-in-Saddleworth, York, Innkeeper. Jan 22 
at 3 at offices of Hanchett and Watson, Church lane, Oldnam 
Budge, John Hawkshead, Manchester, Cioth Merchant. Jan 23 at 3 at 
offices of Orford and Milne, Fountain st, Manchester 
Burgess, John, Beigrave. Leicester, Greengrocer. Feb 2 at 3 at offiees 
of Buckby, Pocklington’s walk, Laicester 
Carter, Alfred, tradford, York, Beerseller, Jan 26 at 3 at offices of 
Beverley, Hustlergate, Bradford 
Caudle, George, Swindon, Wilts, Builder. 
Jackson, Albion buildings, New Swindon 
Chamberlain, Joseph, Nottingham, Fruiterer. 
Lees, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Chatterly, James, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Grocer. 
ottices of Jacques, Temple row, Birmingham 
Cockram, Joseph, and Edward Cockram, West Anstey, Devon, Farmers. 
Jan 28 at 11 at offices of Riccard and Son, Church yard, South 
Molton, Devon 
Dabbs, Arthur John, Stamford, Linco'n, Common Brewer. 
11 at offices of Chapman, St Mary’s st, Stamford 
Jan 23 at 2.30 at Albion 
Bridgeman and Co, Chester 
Jan 21 at 10 at offices of 


Jan 17 at 2 at offices of 
Feb 4 at 3 at offices. of 
Jan 21 at 3 at 


Jan 26 :at 


Inn, General Railway Station, Chester. 
Dawson, Abdon, Dewsbury, Fruiterer. 
Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury 
Dorer, Dominick, and Berthold Dorer, Nottingham, Furniture Dealers. 
Jan 26 a: 3 at offices ot Whittingham, Middie pavement, Nottingham 
Dur: ant, George Herbert, Hart st, Bloomsbury sq, Auctioneer. Jan.24 
at 1 at offices of Tanner, Circus pl, Finsbury circus 
Ellis, James, Southsea, Chemist. Jan v2 at 3 at 118, Queen st, |Portsea. 
KF: ltham, Portsea 
Elphinstone, William George, Margate, Wine Merchant. Jan 26 at 2a: 
Inus of Court Hoiel, Holbern. Ford and Co, Bloomsbury sq of 
Elwis, Jonathan, Upton, Lincoln, Varmer. Jan 23 at 11 at offices 
Marshail, Chavel gate, East Retford 
Fisher, John, Keysoe, Bedtord, Carpenter. 
Wilkinson and Co, 3t. Neots 
Gibbs, John, Lowe:-toft, Suffolk, North Sea Trinity Pilot. Jan 26 
atl at offices of Keen and Roger, Kuight Rider st, Doctor’s com- 
mons. Seago and Son, Lowestoft 
Gibney, John, Liverpool, Tailor. 
South Castle st, Liverpvol 
Grimsey, Edward Cooper, Blue Town, Sheerness, Clothier. 
10.80 at offices of Norman, O: dnance terrace, Chatham 
Grossman, Simon, Birmingham, Clothier. Jun 21 at 10.15 at offiees of 
East, Templest, Birmingaam 
Hall, Walter, Ossett, York, Ironmonger. 
Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Parker, Batiey 
Hewerdine, Job Noon, Harlaxton, Lincoln, Tailor. 
offices of Malim, Westgate, Grantham 
Hawes, Charles William, Ashford, Kent, Army ‘Tutor. 
at offices of Moojen, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Hickey, Denis, Birminghaw, Lapidary, Jan 2) at 12 at offices of Hodg- 
son and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Hincheliff-, Joe, Worsbro Dale York, Colliery Labourer. 
at offices of Gray, Eastgate, Barnsley 
Hobbiss, John James, Buxton Derby, Photographer. Jan 28 at 3 at the 
Shakespeare Hotel, Buxton. Bennett and Co 
Hodgkinsun, James, Crewe, Labourer. Jan 27 at Ll at Albion ehmbrs, 
Church Side, Crewe. Poiuton, Crewe 
Humbert, Hermann Julius, Barbican, Manufacturer. 
Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st 
Hunter, George, Kessingland, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner, 
at 3 at oflices of Chater, Loudon rd, Lowestoit 
Jan 19 at 10.15 at officesiof 


Jan 22 at ll at offices of 


Jan 22 at 2 at offices of Paynter, 


Jan 24 at 


Jan 23 at 10.30 at the Black 


Jan 27 at 1l2at 


Jan 29 at 3 


Jan20at 4° 


Jan 22 at3 at 
Jan 29 


Ingleman, Sarah, Birmingham, Clothier. 
East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Jacobs, Jacob, Birmingham, Dealer in Glass. 
East, Temple st, Birmingham 

Jeffrey, Alfred John, Northampton, Solicitor. Jan 21 at 3 at offices.of 
Howes and Percival, Abington st, Northampton 

Jennings, Thomas, Birmingham, Boot Factor, Jan 21 at 11 at offices 
of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

Jones, Edward, Hulme, Manchester, Joiner. 
Hadfield,jKing st, Mancuester 

Juniper, Thomas, and Thomis John Juniper, Brighton, Ironmongers. 
Janu 24 at 11 at offices of Goodman, North st, Brighton 

Kay, Robert, Birch, Lancaster, Farmer. Jau 21 at 3 at officss of 
Weston and Co, Market st, Heywood 

Keutish, Joho, Lower Sydenham, Kent, Builder 
Wood’s Hotel, Portugal st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
mond gardens. Shepterd’s Bush 

King, John, Clittouville, Margate, Greengrocer, Jan 23 at 12 at offives 
of Foord-Keleey, Hawley st, Margate 

Kinsey, Nathaniel, Giandulas, Brecon, Shop Keeper. 
offices of Maybury, Castle st, Brecon 

Kitchen, George, Huddersfield, Mechanic. Jan 21 atl at offices of 
Laycock and C», St Gaorge’s sq, Huddersfizid 

Lanning, John Arthur, Landport, Hants, Draper. 
145, Cheapside. Walker and Wainscott, Landport 

Lester, Edward, Llandridad Wells, Radnor, Jeweller. 
at offices of Evans, Red st, Carmarthen 

Lewi«, Edwin, Birmiogham, out of business. 
Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

Lewis, Lewis, Graigwen, Glamorgan, Quarryman. 
Offices of Hollier and Williams, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Jan 19 at 3 at offiges of 


Jan 23 at 3 at-oflives:of 


Jan 29 at Il at 
Harrison, Rich- 


Jan 27 at 12 at 


Jan 23 at 2 a 
Jan 21 at 105 
Jan 19 at 3 at offices of 


Jan 21 at Sa 
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Lloyd, John, Liverpool, Clothier. Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Rogers, Lord 
st, Liverpool. Goffey and North, Liverpool 

Lord, Joshua, and John Henry Wagstaff, Manchester, Japanned Goods 
Manufacturers. Jan 20 at 11 at offices of Eltoft, King et, Manchester 

Lott, Thomas, Green ‘st, Bethnal green. Jan 21 at 2 at offices of 
Brighten and Co, Bishopsgate st Without 

Lowe, Frederick Goorge, Great Dover st, Provision Merchant. Jan 19 
at 3at offices of Andrews and Mason, Ironmonger lane. Angell 
and Co, Gresham st 

Mallinson, John, Wakefield, Slater, Jan 21 at 11 at offices of Lake and 


Lake, Southgate, Wakefield F 
Jan 20 at 11 at offices of Wright 


Mills, Edward, Highfield, Leicester. 
and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Moore, Alfred Thomas, Northolt, nr Southall, Farmer. Jan 23 at2 at 
Red Lion Hote), Southall. Philp, Hayes 

Morton, Edward, Huddersfield, Wood Carver. Jan 23 at 3 at offices of 
Preston, New st, Huddersfield 

Palmer, Joseph, Market place, Brentford, Tea Dealer. Jan 21 at 12 at 
offices of Wright snd Pulley, Bedford row 

Parker, Abel, and Joshua Islip, Nottingham, Builders, Jan 22 at 11 
at offices of Stevenson, Weekday circus, Nottingham 

Parker, John, Belgrave, Leicester, Plasterer. Jan 21lat3 at offices of 
Stone and Co, Welford place, Leicester : 

Peppiatt, Adin, Chrisp st, Poplar, Boot Manufacturer, Jan 19 at 12 at 
— Taverr, Vivian rd, Oid Ford. Hicks, Grove rd, Victoria 
P 


Phillips, Ber jamin George. Greenwich, Licensed Victualler. Jan 23 at 
12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Pickerirg, Hugh, Lincoln, Engraver. Jan 22 at 22 at offices of Picker- 
ing, jun. Sprit g Hill house, Asylum rd, Lincoln 
itman, Edwin, Westonzoyland, Somerset, Butcher. 
oftices of Chapman, High si, Bridgewater 

Plant, Thomas, Goidenhill, Staflord, Butcher. 
Townhall chambers, Congleton. Cooper 

Pope, William Pearce, and Richard Cambridge Pope, Bristol, Iron- 
founders. Jan 16 at 1 at offices of Brittain and Co, Small st, Bristol 

Porter, Benjamin, Coln St Aldwyns, Gloucester, Farmer. Jan 22 at 11 
at the King’s Head Hotel, Cirencester. Mullings and ‘0, Cirencester 

Radford, David, Bermondsey New rd, Southwark, Provision Merchant. 
Jan 17 at 10 at Ridler’s Hotel, High Holborn. Hope, Bell yd, Fleet 


Jan 19 nt 12 at 
Jan 20 at 11 at the 


st 
Robinson, Samuel Henry, Gosport, Hants, Baker. Jan °6 at 2.30 at 
offices of Brett and Co, Leadenhall st. King, Portsea 
Robinson, Thomas, Consett, Durhsm, Millwright. Jin 23 at 11 at 
offices of Brodie, Townhall, Consett. Welford, Consett 
Rutty, William Henry, Seven Sisters’ rd, Holloway, Prapor, Jan 27 
at 12 at offices of Andrews and Mascon, Ironmonger lance, Cheapside. 
Carr and Co, Basinghall st 
Scott, Hannah, Halton, near Leeds, Farmer, 
Wood, Bank st, Leeds, Hopps and Bedfcrd 
Seed, James Sewell, Scholes, Wigan, Jan 22 at 11 at offices of Ashton 
King st, Wigan ‘ 
Selley, Edwin Robert, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Dealer in Fancy Goods. 
Jan 28 at 1 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Simons, William, Methwold, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Irn, Methwold, Mason, Wereham 
Simpson. Robert, Burnley, Cabinet Maker. Jan 23 at 3 at the Exchange 
Hotel, Burnley. Hartley, Burnley 
Skipworth, Samuel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Fishmonger. Jan 19 at 2 at 
offices of Gillespie, Bros, Cross House chmbrs, Westgate rd, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Sewell, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Smith, David, Birmingham, Greengrocer. Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Tyn- 
Gall & Co, Waterloo st, Birmingbam 
Smith, George Vallancey Hamilton, Manchester, Canadian Agent. 
Feb 4 at 3 at offices of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st 
Smith, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dealer in China. Jan 24 
at 11 at offices of Scott, White House buildings, Pilgrim st, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 
Smith, Willian, Shelley, York. Tailor. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of 
Armitage, Lord st, Huddersfield, in lieu of the place originally named 
Spaul, William Soame, Lillie Bridge terrace, Greengrocer. Jan 26 at 2 
at offices of Trewren and Southcot, King st, Cheapside. Pettiver, 
College st, College hill 
Spencer, Peter, Wigan, Innkeeper. Jan 21 at 11 at offices of France, 
Church gate, Wigan 
Stevenson, James, Walsden, Lancaster, Miner. Jan 22 at 3 at offices 
of Riley, Foid st, Bolton 
Stimsoa, Tnemas, Portsmouth, Grecer. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of 
Walker and Wainscot, Commercial rd, Landport 
Stirk, Jobn, Easingwold, York, Woollen Draper. Jan 20 at 12 at offices 
of Wiikinson, St Helen’s sq, York 
Thornton, William Wivn, Castleford, York, Stationer. Jan 22 at 3 
at the Commercial Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Horner, Wakefield 
Topham, Richard Warwick, Bradford, York, Picture Dealer. Jan 21 
at 11 at offices of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 
Underwood, Arthur, and Alexander Campbell, Commercial rd, Tailors. 
Jan 19 at 4 at offices of Clift, Cheapside 
Wainhouse, Michael, Mount Tabor, Halifax, Grocer. Jan 23 at 3 
at the White Lion Hotel, Silver st, Halifax. Boocock, Halifax 
Walshaw, William Rushforth, Low Harrowgate, York, Clock Maker. 
Jan 22 at 12 at offices of Richardson & Byron, Harrowgate 
Wickens, Thomas, Gt Mitchell st, St Lukes, Licensed Victualler. 
26 at 3 at offices of Armstrong, Gray’s-inn-sq 
Williams, Hugh Montague, Penygroes, Carnarvon, Hatter. Jan 26 at 
2 at Albion Hotel, Chester. Ellis, Four Crosses 
Williams, James, Lliangottock-High-Usk, Monmouth, out of business. 
Jan 22 at 3 at offices of Browne, Lion st, Abergavenny 
Williams, Thomas Pollock, Hulme, Manchester, Engineer. Jan 22 at 
3 at offices of Peacock and Gracie, Cross st, Manchester 
Wyeth, Thomes, Handsworth, Stafford, Florist. Jan 23 at 12 at offices 
of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
TueEspay, Jan 13, 1880. 
Alcock, Thomas, Pontefract, York, Builder. Jan 26 at 1 at Green 
Dragon Hotel, Pontefract. Phillips, Castleford 
Allen, Jesse, Pilkington, Lancashire, Beer Retailer. Jan 27 at 2 at 
Cottage Tsp. Union st, Pilkington. Law, Manchester 
Allworth, Henry Charles, Loughborough rd. Brixton, Oilman. Jan 26 
at 3 at offices of Laidman, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 


Jan 21 at 3 at offices of 


Jan 26 at 3 at the Bell 


Jan 








aie | 

Ashcroft, Thomas, Walford, Stafford, Farmer. Jan 26 at3 A Oleag 
GreatRex, Bank chambers, Stafford ot 

Atkinson, James, Rudley, nr Leeds, Builder. Jan 26 at 2 at Cieay 
Batler and Middlebrook. Park sq, Leeds a 

Bach, Thomas, Rosliston. Derby. Jan 27 at 2 at Queen's Hegg 
Market pl, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. Burton and Co, Nottingham Tou, 

Baldwin, George, Burton-on-Trent, Poultry Dealer. Jan 9§ atl 
ad Inn, Horninglow st, Burton-on-Trent. Wilson, Bartonss, 

rent 

Baldwin, Ruth, Bingley, York, Confectioner. Jan 26 at 11 at offer ¢ 
Dale, Albion st, Leeds 

Barker, Samuel, Scholes, Wizan, Cowkceper. 
Byrom and Bell, King st, Wigan 

Barnes, Alfred, Sutton, Ironmonger. Jan 27 at 3 at offices Of Batter 
and Co, Old Jewry chambers. Jackson and Prince, Cannon st 

Batchelor, John, Atlantic rd, Brixton, Earthenware Dealer, Jan t 
3.30 at 9, Three Crown sq 

Tan 15 at 2.30 attics 


Jan 28 at3 at Offices y 


Beckett, George, Haverhill, Suffolk, Plumber, 
of Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Beech, James Lewis, Ellen st, Commercial rd, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 27 at 2.30 at offices of Prockter and Andrews, Princes st, Spits. 
fields 

Bibby, Thomas, Openshaw, Lancashsre, Becrhouse Keeper. Jan Be 
3 at offices of Harris, Fetter lane, Manchester 

Birch, James, Walsall, Stafford, out of business. Jan 28 at 1] at Offices 
of Rowlands, Corporation chambers, Arn st, Birmingham 

Bolton, William, Southport, Gunsmith. Jan 27 at 3 at offices Of Sep 
ten, Lord st, Liverpool 

Boyles, James, Lee, Kent, Bootmaker. 
Sraple inn 

Bradbury, Sarah, Mobberley, Cheshire, Spinster. Jan 30 at 11 at offs 
Smith, King st, Manchester 

Bromhead, George Finingiey, West Keal Fen, Lincoln, Farmer, Jy 
26 at 3 at offices of Thimbleby and Son, Spilsby 

Bunn, Richard, Brierley hill, Staff rd, out of business, Jan 24 atlig 
the Globe Hotel, Mount Pleasant, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 

Burgess, Amelia, Devizes, Baker. Jan 23 at 11 at offices of Mamby, 
St John st, Devizes ; 

Carter, John Edgar, Coventry, Picture Frame Manufacturer. Jan » 
at 12 at offices of Seymour, Priory row, Coventry 

Chambers, Jabez, Rampton, Nottingham, Tailor. 
offices of Bescovy, Grove st, Retford 

Clapham, George. Knaresborough, York, Rope Manufacturer. Jan} 
at 3 at offices of Farmery, High st, Knaresborough 

Coldwell, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Fruit Merchant. Jan 2x 
3 at effices of Garbutt, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Cook, George, Black Notley, Essex, Farmer. Feb 2 at 2 at Horn Hotd, 
Braintree. Smoothy, Braintree 

Cox, Edward John, Southampton st, Strand, Church Furniture Man. 
facturer. Feb 4 at 3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Cok 
man st. Kipping, Essex st, Strand 

Cox, William, and James Cox, Derby, Builders. Jan 22 et 2 at ofty 
of Holland and Rigby, Ful st, Derby 

Crane, Charles, New Brompton, Kent, Publican, Jan 24 at 3 at off 
of Norman, Ordnance terrace, Chatham 

Crosthwaite, Tom Sanderson, Birkenhead, Plumber. Jan 21 atiit 
offices of Bleakley, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead 

Dimond, Samuel, Bristol, Boot Maker. Jan 24 at 11 at officesd 
Nicholas, Corn st, City 

Dixon, David Thomas, Little Laver, Essex, Farmer. Jan 27 atl0at 
offices of Broads and Co, Walbrook. Stenning, Walbrook 

Edwards, Elizabeth, M»nchester, Game Dealer, Jan 31 at iit 
Mitre Hotel, Cathedral yd, Manchester. Leigh. Manchester 

Else, William Robert, Gillingham, Kent, Wheelwright. Jan 24 at 11.3 
at offices and Pepper aud Ratcliffe, High st, Chatham, Norma, 
Chatham 

Forrester, Joseph, Rochester, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 20a 
12.30 at offices of Flint and Flint, High st, Uttoxeter 

Foster, John, Stoke-upon-Trent, Farmer, Jan 23 at 3 at officesof 
S)aney and Son, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Frost, John, Castleton, Derby, Draper. Jan 30 at 3 at offices of Chev 
and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Gabriel, Elias, Newceastle-upon-Tyre, Clothier. Jan 28 at 2 at offices 
of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Gates, William, Rotherham, Leather Cutter. Jan 27 at 11 at offices of 
Willis, Bank chambers, Wellgate, Rotherham 

Goldtho:ps, Edward, Purlwell, York, Contractor. Jan 26 at ll & 
Crown Hotel, Commercial st, Batley. Walker 

Gray, William, Blaxholl, Suffolk, Grocer. Feb 2 at2 at White Hat 
Inn, Wickham market. Pollard, Ipswich 

Green, Dani:1. Gillingham, Kent, Brick Agent. Jan 28 at 2 at offices 
of Hindson and Co, Moorgate st 


Jan 27 at 3 at offices of Smith, 


Jan 30 atile 


Greenup, William, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Jan 26 at 12 at offices of 
Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Haken, Harry, Lowestoft, Tailor. Jan 3¢ at 12 at Crown Hotel, Lowe 
stoft. Wiltshire, Great Yarmouth 

Hale, John, The: field, Herts, Farmer. Jan 29 at 11 at offices of Nash, 
High st, Royston 

Halstead, John, Todmoréen, Nurseryman, Jan 26at 11 at offices of 
Craven, Strand, Todmorden ‘ 

Hartley, Benjamin, Bradford, Corn Factor. Jan 23 at 3 at Creditors 
Association, Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Hendy, James, Falmouth, Merchant. Feb 3 at 12 at Royal Hotel, Fal- 
mouth. Dale, Helston 

Halewood, Peter, Aberdare. Innkeeper. Jan 26 at 1 at Grand Hotel. 
Brisiol. Linton and Kenshole, Aberdare ‘ 

Heard, William, Swansea, Tobacconist, Jan 22 at 11 at offices of Davies, 
Alma pl, Neath 

Hey, Thomas, Hightowns, York, out of bus'ness. Jan 26 at 3 at office, 
of Mitcheson, Union st, Heckmorftiwike t 

Hilton, James, and Edwin Philip Cornish, Blackley, Lancashire, be 
Bleachers. Jan 27 at 3 at otices of Hall and Son, Fountain 
Manchester . 

Hinton, George, Bradford. Jan 24 at 11 at Creditors’ Associatica, 
Parkinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 105 

Hipkiss, Moses, Overend, Woreester, Beerhouse keeper. Jan 2l at 
at officas of Prescott, Kidderminsier st, Stourbridge Jn 

Hodgkinson, William Henry, Congleton, Cheshire, Tea Dealer. 

23 at 11 at Lion and Swan Hotel. Garside, Congleton 





















+4 
e 
e 





i 





i 








4 





t 





i 






5 





i 






a 
4 












S 





ee 


iH 






Pace 





i 











5 


a 
-$ 







it 




















































SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





227 















t, Bradninch, Devon, Baker. Feb 2 at 12 at offices of 
Pavl st, Exeter 
Jan 24 at 3 at offices of 







John, Peterborough, Dyer. 
. Wes Hi Catedral gate, Peterborough 
ead Hoy, Bi er rochester Farmer. Jan 27 at 11 at offices of Hodgson, 
ester 
6 Howarth, oer Bury, Laneaster, Commission Agent. Jan 26 at 3 at 
Bete bd ofiees of Haslam, Market st, Bury 2 
tn. sen, and George Hunt, jun, Liverpool, Joiners. Feb 3 






Bh at —" Association, Cook st, Liverpool. Bartlett and Atkinson 





ham, Manningham, York, Glass Dealer. Jan 26 at 11 at 
























































bra’ 
a flea y I Bae oe Last, Tyrell st, Bradford 
of jackson, William, Burslem. out of business. Jan 24 at 1! at offices of 
ont Albion st, Hanley ’ 
- Jan 9g jes, Henry William, Truro, Falmouth, Cornwall, Travelling 
“Te “paper. Jan 24 at 1 at offices of Cock, Coombs lane, Pyder st, 
30 ato Toro West Ashling, S il 
jdery, Walter, and George Jeffery, West Ashling, Sussex, Millers. 
Victualle Jan 26 at 2.30 al Anchor Hotel, West st, Chichester. Janman, 
ney Chichester 
Sty Spin boson, James, South Shields, Mariner. Jan 26 at 2 at offices of 
Tan 29 falmon and Osborne, King st, South Shields 
s George, Pontypool, Painter. Jan 23 at 12,30 at offices of 
1 at offic Dauncey, Albion chmbrs, Newport 
"Hes, George, Selattyn, Salop, Miller. Jan 26 at 2.30 at Public Hall, 
8 Of Sep . Minshalls andCo, Oswestry 
Joes, William, John, and William Winterburn, Brighouse, York, 
5 of Smith Wood = Jan 29 at 3 at offices of Barker and Co, Estate bldgs, 
: ddersfie! 
1 at of By Emila, Birmingham, Electro Plater. Jan 26 at 11 at offices of 
Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 
mer, Jy lock, William, Felton st, Hoxton, Baker. Jan 29 at 11 at Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basivghall st. Fulcher, Horton rd, 
24 at lig fw Hackney ’ . 
law, Heory Thomas, Winterbourne St Martin, Dorset, Farmer. Jan 30 
F Marshap at 11.45 at the George Hotel, Frome. Sparks and Blake, Crewkerne 
- levis, Edward Richard, Poclton-cum-Seacombe, Chester, Builder. 
Jan 8 Jan 26 at 11 at offices of Knowles, Cook st, Liverpool 
liop, Charles, Farmers rd, Camberwell, Caterer to a Club. Jan 20 
) at lg a $at offices of Clark and Cooper, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
lofts, David William, Little Abington, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 29 
r. Jang at 11 atoffices of Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cam- 
Tan 8x: — William, Blackley, near Manchester, Grocer, Jan 26 at 
$atthe Thatched House Hotel, Newmarket pl], Manchester. Warner 
orn Hote, ad Bulder, Manchester 
Lord, Joshua, and John Henry Wagstaff, Manchester. Japanned Goods 
re Man. Manufacturers. Jan 22 at 11 at offices of Eltoft, King st, Man- 
chester 
“> Inbbock. Leonard, Norwich, Baker. Jan 26 at 12 at offices of Blyth, 
d at ofits Castle chambers, Norwich 
{ynas, Ralph, Coatham, York, Painter. Jan 22 at 11 at Victoria Hotel, 
at offs High st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Manving, John, Weston Favell, Northampton, Farmer. Jan 28 at 3 at 
21 at dat offices of Howes ani Percival, Abington st, Northampton 
Marston, Heary Ebbing, Ipswich, Theatrical Manager. Jan 28 at 11 at 
- offices of offices of Mills, Elm st, Ipswich 
Master, James, Roath, Cardiff, Builder. Jan 27 at 11 at offices of Gunn 
7 at list and Jones, St Mary st, Cardiff. Nettleton, Cardiff 
MeNicho!, Andrew, Liverpool, Iron Merchant. Jan 27 at 3 at offices of 
at Hat Masters and Fletcher, North Johnst, Liverpool 
Miller, Edword, Leicester, Brazier. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Felsteed, 
‘at 11.30 Granby st, Leicester 
Norma, § Hiller, James, Abb-Kettleby, Leicester, Baker. Jan 23 at 11 at offices 
ofBarker, jun, Sherrard st, Melton Mowbray 
Jan 9 at Me Hitealfe, William Broderick, Coal Exchange, Lower Thames st, Coal 
Factor, Jan 29 at 2 at offices of Good and Daniels, Poultry. 
offices of les and Co 
Mecktord, Joseph Chandler, Uckfield, Sussex, Grocer. Jan 28 at 3 
of Chew itoffices of Goodman, North st, Brighton 
Morton, Maurice Sewell, Manchester, Baker. Jan 29 at 2 at the Mitre 
it offices Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Kidval, Manchester 
Murphy, William, Manchester, Boot and Shoe Maker. Jan 27 at 3 at 
ffices of dices of Vaughan-Jones, Bridge st, Manchester 
Myatt, Joseph, Hanley, Stafford, Miner. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of 
it ll at tand Co, Cneapside, Hanley 
) William, North Shields, Licensed Victualler. Jan 23 at 12.30 
te Hart a offices of Kewney, Howard st, North Shields 
am, John, Rusholme, Lancaster, Beer Retailer. Jan 27 at 2 
t offices it offices of Goodwin, Bridge st, Manchester. Tremewen, Man- 
ffices of Newman Harry, Brompton, Kent, Eating Houss Keeper. Jan 24 at 
Wat offices of Norman, Ordnance terrace, Chatham 
, Lowe- » Thomas, Matson, Gloucester, Farmer. Jan 23 at 3 at the 
pa _. Hotel, Southgate st, Gloucester. Taynton and Sons, Glou- 
f Nash, ‘i 
Nickless, William, Netherton, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Jan 24 
ces of itll at offices of Horner, High st, Brierley hill 
: Noble, Andrew, Gateshead, Durham, Builder. Jan 23 at 2 at offices of 
editor's » Moseley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Legge and Dennison, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
el, Fal- ) Robert, Stockport, Cheshire, Watchmaker. Jan 26 at 3 at 
otiees of Newton, Bank chambers, Market place, Stockport 
Hotel. » William, Rushock, Worcester, Farmer. Jan 28 at 11 at offices 
: ell, Union chambers, Stourbridge 
Davies, nett, Birminghecs. Jan 22 at 11 at officesof Rooke, Bennett’s 
fy am 
- office, ) Samuel, the Pavement, Tottenham, Bntcher. Jan 21 at 3 at 
fives of Hopkins, Moorgate station buildings 
Wat Steen, John Thomas, and Robert Fowler, Manchester. Common 
in ot ers. Jan 27 ut 1 at offices of Butcher and Litton, Princess st, 
Manchester. J ohnson, Manchester 
iatica, ral Hnuddersfielé, Woollen Manager. Jan 23 at 11 at offices 
Perry, and Co, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 
at 10.5 s George, Torquay, Devon, Confectioner. Jan 97 at 11 at tae 
Queen's Hotel, Queen st, Exeter. Lindop, Torquay 
Jan Frederick, sen, and Frederick Phillips, jun, Union rd, Scuth- 





Wat Builders. Jan 21 at 3 at offices of Grop'r, Chan ery lans 








Porter, Thomas William, Blackstock rd, Highbury, Dealer in Bed- 
steade. Jan 24 at | at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Potter, Samuel, Nottingham, Furniture Dealer. Jan 28 at 12 at offices 
of Fraser, Brougham chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottinghem 
Poysor, Elizabeth, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
2 at offices of Sherratt and Son, Kidsgrove 
Price, Benjamin, Llanbedr-Painscastle, Radnor, Innkeeper. Jan 26 at 
12 at offices of Page, Chancery lane 
Pryce, Edward, Henfron, Montgomery, Farmer. Jan 29 at 12 at offices 
of Harrison, Berriew st, Welshpool 
Redford, Henry, Spa rd, Bermondsey, Grocer. Jan 20 at 10 at Ridler’s 
Hotel, High Holborn. Hope, Bell yd, Fleet st 
Ramsay, William, Manningham, York, Clothier. Jan 27 at 2 at the 
Mosely Hotel, Market st, Manchester. Last, Bradford 
Rayner, Samuel, Stisted, Essex, Corndealer. Jan 26 at 11 at the White 
Hart Hotel, Bocking. Cunnington, Braintree 
Reynolds,’ Josep Benjamin, Burwell, Leicester, Surveyor. Feb 3 
at 3 at offices of (hadwick and Toller, Berridge st, Leicester. Bur- 
naby, Leicester 
Roberts, Owen, Bootle, near Liverpool, Mason. Jan 27 at 3 at ofices of 
Radcliffe and Layton, Hockin’s Hey, Liverpool 
— , te Denbigh, Join:r. Jan 21 at 12 at offices of Gold & Co, 
enbig 
Robinson, Thomas Fisher, Hu'me, Commission Agent. Jan 29 at 11 
at the Commercial Hotel, Brown st, Manchester 
Ruddock, William, Leeds, Juvenile Tailor. Jan 26 at lL at offices of 
Weston, Park row, Leeds 
Sanders, John Jackson, St Peter’s rd, Mile End, ont of business, 
Jan 22 at 11 at the Old Catherine Wheel Inn, Bishopsgate st With- 
out. Hicks, Victoria park rd 
Screaton, Alfred, Leicester,Clothier, Feb 3 at 3 at offices of Buckby, 
Pocklington’s walk, Leicester 
Sedgwick, Henry, Sneinton, Nottingham, Joiner. Jan 27 at 12 at offices 
of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Seymour, John, Sheffietd, Fruiterer. Jan 21 at 11 at offices of Pier- 
son, Queen st, Shettield 
Skioner, Joseph, Ashburton, Devon, Licansed Victualler. Jan 29 at Il 
at offices ot Tozer, East st, Ashborton 
Smith, Edward, Wiimington, Kent, Market Gardener. Jan 29 at 11.30 
at offices of Haywards and Co, Fredericks pl, Old Jewry 
Smith, Ralph, Stoke-upon-Trent. Potter. Jan 27 at 3 at offices of 
Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 
Smith, Thomas, Painsthorpe, York, Farmer. Jan 26 at 11 at Buck 
Hote!, Pocklington. Powell and Sargent, Pocklingtoa 
Stoedale, Robert William, Copmanthorpe, York, Farmer. 
12 at offices of Jones, Coney st, York 
Stringer, Herbert, Bilston, Stafford, out of business. Jan 24 at 11 at 
Globe Inn, Mount Pleasant, Bilston. Fellows, Bilston 
Sturland, Charies, Penmawn Park, Lianfairfechan, Carnarvon, Beer 
Retailer, Jan 28 at 12 at officcs of Kellas and,Co,’Kennedy st, Mar 
chester. Higham, Manchester 
Swinton, James, Runcorn, Chester, Game Dealer. Jan 26 at 2 at 
Wilson’s Hotel, Runcorn. Davies and Co, Warrivgton 
Taylor, George Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Boot Dealer. Feb 3 at 
11 at Royal Hotel, Leicester. Keenlyside and Co, Newcastle 
Taylor, Rebecca, Batley, York Grocer. Jan 26 at 3 at offices of 
Booth and Sons, Hanover st, Batley. Watts and Sou, Batley 
Thompson, John, Lockwood, nr Huddersfield, Lath Merchant. 
at 3 at offices of Bottomley, New st, Huddersfield 
Thompson, Richard, Hopper, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shipbroker. 
26 at 3 at offices of Pinkney, John st, Sunderland 
Trevett, Thomas, Leicester, Butcher. Jan 27 at 3 at offices of Owston 
and Dickinson, Friarlane, Leicester 
Vinsen, Walter William, Cambridge, Carriage Builder, 
at the Wresiler’s Hotel. Petty Cury, Cambridge. 
bridye 
Wadsworth, Thomas, Woodford, Northampton, Baker. 
offices of Richardson and Son, Thrapston 
Weidenburgh, Harry, Leather lane, Picture Frames Maker. 
11 at the Britannia Public house, City rd 
Wigginton, Eliza, Tadlow, Cambridge, Farmer. 
Crown Inn, Potton. Turner, Cambridge 
Wing, Edward, and Thomas Edward Winz, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
Wholesale Stationers. Jan 24 at1l at the Queen’s Hotel, Birming- 
ham. Woodhouse and Peach, Hu!l 
Wingham, Robert, Albion Villas, Kensal Tewn, Baker. 
offices of Couper, Chancery lane 
Wilkins, William Henry, Brixton rd, Contractor. 
of Apps, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Wiseman, John, Luton, Bedford, Privter. Jan 22 at 1 at 64, Chancery 
lane. Ewen and Roberts, Luton 
Wright, William Jchn, Liverpoo!, Provision Merchant. Jan 26 at 3 
at offic:s of Gibson and Co, South John st, Liverpool. Lynch and 
Teebay, Liverpool 


Jan 22 at 


Jan 23 at 


Jan 26 


Jan 


Jan 21 at 2 
Lyon, Cam- 


Feb 3 at 12 at 
Jan 16 at 


Jan 27 at 3 at the 


Jan 22 at 3 at 


Jan 23 at 3 at offices 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of tho Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa:t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” : 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, ‘suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoaa 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
a Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
nibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 





Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCH WEITZE% & CO., 10, Adam-street, Londen, W.C. 
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THE ACADEMY, 


A Weekly Rebieto of Riteruture, Science, and Oy 


PRICE THREEPENCE: FREE BY POST THREEPENCE-HALFPENNY, 











ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION 13s.; BY POST, 18s, 24. 
PAYABLE IN ADVANCE. 





PUBLISHED EVERY FRIDAY IN TIME FOR THAT DAY’S POST. 





CONTAINING EVERY WEEK 


SienEeD Reviews of important new books, English and Foreign, in Belles-Lettres, Travel, History, Biography, 
Philosophy, Natural Science, Philology, the Fine Arts, and Archeology. Periopica, News-Lerrers from Oxtfori, 
Cambridge, Paris, Rome, Florence, Berlin, and other Centres of Learning and Literary Activity. 





Obituaries of Distinguished Men. Transactions of Learned Societies. Correspondence. 


Notes and News, Literary, Geographical, Scientific, and Artistic. Jottings respecting rare Books, Sales, ai 
Curiosities. Publishers’ Announcements, &c. 


Notices of Exhibitions in London and the Provinces, and of important Novelties in Music and the Dram 
Onicinat ArticLEs on Current Topics of Literary Interest. 


Tue Acapemy has always maintained the principle of Signed Articles as affording the best guarantee of fair. 
ness and competence. In the list of its Contributors will be found the recognised Authorities in their several d&- 
partments of Knowledge. Its half-yearly Volumes are of permanent value for purposes of Reference, especially 
those interested in the English Classics, in History, Philology, and Oriental Studies. 





A New Volume commences danuary 3, 1880. 








A SPECIMEN NUMBER 


Sent to any part of the United Kingdom on receipt of Threepence-Halfpenny in postage stamps. 


Tapley 
Trotte 

(Ch. 
Wedde 
Whitle 





PUBLISHING OFFICE: 


52, CAREY STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


To be had at all Railway Stations, and of all Newsvendors in Town and Country. 





Scale of Charges for Advertising in “The Academy.” 


Five Lines of Small Type AS - O 2 6] A Column = , i ate oo Sc 
Every additional Line .. = re -- 0 O 61 A Page (equivalent to Three*Columns) .. CF 
Half a Column .. . 110 of 


Advertisements should be sent to the Publisher, H. Villers, at the Office, 52, Carey-stteet, W.C., on or before 
the Wednesday previous to the Saturday ou which they are intended to appear 


ee ee oe . 


*," “THE ACADEMY” is a desirable medium for all Advertisements addressed to the educated classes. 


